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PREFACE

All the texts in this volume are literary; and all the editions, and the indexes, are the
work of a single scholar, Dr M. W. Haslam. The content ranges widely. 3695, Anacreon,
and 3698, Argonautica, represent early poetry. 3712-19 contribute to the textual tradi-
tion of Euripides; 3720 illustrates the textual fluidity of popular literature. 'There
are new musical texts (3704-5); new fragments of ancient technical writing, on myth
(3702), music (3706), metre (3707), and rhetoric (3708); and large picces of ancient
commentary, on the Odyssey (3710) and on matters of Lesbos (3711), of unusual richness
and interest. Most of the material presents exceptional difficulties; we are deeply
indebted to Dr Haslam for applying his exceptional skills to its publication.

At the Oxford University Press, we are obliged to two learned Readers for comment
and correction; and to the Managers and Compositors for setting so thorny a volume
with such speed and accuracy.

P. J. PARSONS
J. R. REA

General Editors
August, 1985 Graeco-Roman Memoirs
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NOTE ON THE METHOD OF PUBLICATION

I~ general the publication follows the conventions of the Leiden System, see CE 7 (1932)
262-9. Square brackets [ ] indicate a lacuna, round brackets () the resolution of a
symbol or abbreviation, angular brackets { ) a mistaken omission in the original, braces
{ } a superfluous letter or letters, double square brackets | ] a deletion, the signs*“an
insertion above the line. Dots under letters indicate that the reading is doubtful. In texts
for which a double transcription is offered, letters marked as illegible or doubtful in the
diplomatic transcript may appear without dots in the reconstruction if the context
justifies. Dots inside square brackets represent the estimated number of letters lost or
deleted, dots outside square brackets mutilated or otherwise illegible letters. (These dots
are printed slightly below the line, to distinguish them from punctuation.)

Corrections and annotations which appear to be in a different hand from that of the
original scribe are printed in small type.

The use of arrows to indicate the direction of the fibres in relation to the writing is
confined to codices and opisthograph texts. The term ‘front’ refers to the side of the
papyrus presumed to have been used [irst; in the case of rolls this is normally the side on
which the writing runs parallel to the fibres.

Heavy arabic numerals refer to Oxyrhynchus papyri printed in this and preceding
volumes, ordinary numerals to lines, small roman numerals to columns.






I. NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY
TEXTS

3695. ANACREON

Plate 1
Inv. no. unrecorded Fr.12 4x13cm First century

Fragments assembled by Mr Lobel and assigned by him to Anacreon on the
strength of the coincidence of fr. §. g-4 with the quotation PMG 443. While he noted
that that quotation is vocalized as if Doric and that he discerned no specifically Tonic
features in the new pieces to confirm its given ascription to Anacreon, I do not think the
attribution of 3695 is in much question, even if only two manuscripts of this poet have
turned up before: XXITI 2321, 2322.

The text is written, with a rather thick pen, in a good-sized round and upright
hand, assigned to the first century by Mr Lobel, who adduced the hands of P. Berol. 6926
(Schubart, Pap. Gr. Berol. 18, Roberts, GLH 11a) and P. Ryl. ITI 484 as similar. Tomeit
has a somewhat more recent look than those, though I should not quarrel with a first-
century dating; the presumably later script of XVIIT 2159 etc. (Turner, GMAW 24)
may also be compared. Back blank.

The text was articulated by means of paragraphus (frr. 1, 2), coronis (frr. 1, 2, 21),
and asteriscus (internal; frr. 62, 19). There are a few high stops for punctuation, some of
which scem to have been added subsequently. Lection signs of most sorts are employed;
commonest are circumflex and acute accents (one grave, fr. 12. 5), also occurring are
brevia and longa. Most of these look as if they were made by the same pen as the text; one
or two arc thinner. Elision is signalled once. A few textual alterations have been made,
entered with a thinner pen and in a less watery ink but perhaps not by a different hand.
A note or heading has been added in cursive in fr. 12.

A varicty of metres is represented. There can be no assurance that the fmgments
come all from a single book, but there is no indication to the contrary.

I am greatly privileged to have had Mr Lobel’s work on this text put at my disposal.
He had made a full transcription and a few characteristically sparing notes, and had
drafied an introduction that I have freely plundered above. On the few occasions on

which 1 have ventured to diverge significantly from his transcript, I have recorded
the fact.



2 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS
fr. 1 fr. 2 fr. g fr. 4

I S SRR T Jew
1 7oéf I Jardy[ leex(
] v . . . J6adv, [ Jwp, [

1 wdp[ ] radil[

5 1= aef 5  Jpaxy[
e 1. dex(
. . Jrarwy|
fr. 5 fr. 6 ]V€L8€[ fr. 7
. . . . . 1vépde[ . .
1.0 LI 1.7 1.0
J.ca[ 1. éx. [ o Jpavd[ l.apo. . [
7. ovyel je ] el Jp-emee, [
@ [ Aéwcad] 1.0 1.0
5 1 5 Jarwcoup| . . . .
L
Joo'n [

fr. 1. 1 [, slightly sinuous upright 3 . [, slightly sinuous upright 4 w[, only left-hand
upright close to edge 6 [, upper left corner of y, u, or

fr. 2. 1 Toleft of , an element of a coronis, see fr. 1 2 ].,upperpartofy,e,orc  Above p, aspeck
on the edge (an accent?)

fr. 3. 1 Letter-foot traces 3 . [, specks on the edge 4 1., upright on the edge 6],
oblique at Jower right suggesting a or (EL) 8 7 w, the first half closed at the top (hardly a circumflex; a
running correction from o?) 10 interlin. |, mediandot  ]g, or p (so EL), butsize of loop looks better
suited to ¢ 11 ], vsuggested

fr.4.3 [,eorf

fr. 5. 1 Speck on the line, then a suggested 2 ],, lower right-hand arc of a circle? (o?) 3 1.,
extremities of «? 5 What I have taken for a high stop was taken by EL as the thickened top of an

upright, but it appears to be free-standing. It is followed by a sloping stroke standing free above and to right
fr. 6. 1 Dot on the line, followed by lower end of stroke curving down from lefi, A or  suggested, but

perhaps two letters 2 ., trace of apparent circlet as of p, with faint suggestions of descender | [, foot
and tip of upright 3 The three discrete traces which I have taken as the right-hand edge of an asteriscus
(sce frr. 19) EL preferred to interpret as respectively the tail of ]p in 2, the cross-stroke of a letter in 3, and an
apostrophe after A in 4; see comm. 6 1., apparent letter-top horizontal as of w or + [, top of a
suggested

fr. 7. A possible placement for this fragment suggested by fibre-matching might be to the left of fr. 12.
10-13, but I cannot be at all certain, 1 Three specks presumably of letter-feet 2 ],, right-hand
end of cross-stroke touching o, probably yor [, foot of upright hooked to right, followed by lower left-
hand arc, e.g. «c 3 . [,upperleftarcasofefoc 4 Apexasofa 8, top of stroke descending to right

asofa A



3695. ANACREON 3

r. 8 fr. g fr. 10 fr. 11

])\e[ . . ],O.CKI.)[ . . ]_,u;mr[ ].pw. [

1.0 1.1 e P 1
Jéve|

I

fr. 8.2 ], perhaps right-hand side ofa [, co0r 8

fr. g. 1 ], on the line, flat end of a stroke from left 2 First, flat letter-top, second, top of possible
upright, « suggested by spacing, third, y suggested

fr. 10 ]., thickened top of upright, e.g. p

fr. 11. Traces of a line above 1 would probably be visible if written. 1 ],,aspeck level withletter-
tops and a dot vertically below just off the line, possibly 7 (EL) but more probably € [, left-hand end of
apparent letter-top horizontal, ?

fr. 1. Apparently the end of a poem set out in four-line stanzas, the lines either iambic {or 1ambf)~
choriambic) or diverse. Four-line stanzas again in 2322 fr. 1 (PMG 347 fr. 1, 71-2 Gent.). A paragraphus will
have stood below L. 6 in attendance on the coronis, cf. fr. 2.

2 71oé-. Bédoc fr. 12. 19,

3 viv [8& (Lobel) as at PMG 347. 3, 373 2, 388. 10, 391, 417. 5 (71, 93, 83, 100, 78 Gent., + [65. 2]).

4 «bp[(a) could conceivably cohere with the imagery of fr. 12. 6-8, but I find no fibre correspondence.

fr. 3. 2 Mention of Tantalus (cf. 7a]vraril[et, -ear below) is a possibility strengthened by t’hc pr?scnce f’f
the accent. If'so, there may be relevance in the testimony that Anacreon ‘uses the proverb’ TavrdAov 'ra/\a;v‘ra in
bk. 3 (PMG 355, 34 Gent.). This is lent a certain colour by the comic line ré Tavrdiov ‘r(‘z')\avra Tovradilerar,
though the application of the verb by Anacrcon in the present passage was evidently diflerent. .

3 £ PMG 443 (76 Gent.), quoted by Schol. S. Ant. 134 as cvidence that ravradwfeic means Sracercfeic:
transmitted is pedaudvdw Sadvdr XAwpdr (ex -} 7 édalar ravradilet. The identification was made by NIr’L,()b?l,
who commented: *If the attribution to Anacreon is not mistaken, there must be written in L. 4 xAwpij 7° éAain
ralvradil[et, and if this was preceded by a similar verse, in 1. 3 = ~ pedapddMan "]8ddvni[, whatever one may
think of the metre.” re §ddvm? The specks of the letter following Sagv suggest rather a thz%n 7, but -r;)docs not
seem quite excluded. Metrically comparable, I take it, would be the ‘hypercatalectic iambic trimeter ‘lab.cllcd
anacreontium by Serv. GLiv 458. 25 K. (PMG 499(d), test. de metr. xxii Gent.; hardly to be analysed as Qza,\lzt‘h, as
Gentili, since the fifth syllable of the example s long); f. also the transmitted colometry of 2321 fr. 1 (PMG 346
fr. 1, 6o Gent.). Is ravradile: (i.c. Tavradilear?) applied to someone wavering between the bay and the olive,
viewed in opposition as in Callim. Jamb 4?

9 Spve[c?

fr. 6. 3 The recognition of an asteriscus (as in fr. 19) is, I think, rcasonably assured d'espite Ijobcl’s
different interpretation. The right-hand side of the upper circlet is intact and hardly to be associated wnl‘] the
tail of p, the medial horizontal lends itself to no ready identification as a letter, and what 1 take to be the rllght-
hand side of the lower circlet is anomalously high for an apostrophe (contrast fr. 12. 25). For the asteriscus’
placement within the line, rather than in the left margin (as e.g. XX VI 2441 fr. 1 ii 15, fr. 3, or the Lom.:lo'n
Bacchylides, B. 6 fin., 8 fin.), cf. XV 1792 fr. 47, XX VI 1792 (5. 2440, p. 15) 8 45. It is unclear whelhc.r itis
employed independently or in conjunction with a marginal coronis, but I should guess the former. If reliance
can be put on Heph. 7. enp. 3 (p. 74. 8-14 Consbruch) the next poem will have been in a different metre.

4 An opening apostrophe, e.g. (08) ¢e]Aéw ¢ & §[-, 4[-? Otherwisc e.g. Baci]Aéwe, Te]Aéwe.



4 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS

fr. 12 fr. 13 fr. 14
. roveposr. | T exl Je.[
. [ Jem. |
]. Berdciux, | Jre[ lap[
JAomocbevre[ Jmal 16l
Jarakdpacdy| 5 1. [ ) .
1. exa‘cde)X(:x[ 105[
s Povepal. 1. irl .

]. eprov-cv|

J€icardBpew| fr. 15 fr. 16

1. ko, 0td€y[ . . . . .

Jvedadpor[, . Jo[ e 1 o, [
10 ], exaurepmvoov, | Jo. [ 1.71

], memoud. [ 1

1. écac, pwra, g

* Jacrd,  mB[

1. ocyapdpeva[ fr. 17
5 1. npdocor| C
Jne. [ J.e.[
Ixoc[ lepev[
JAiw, ebev] Jpede|
JrocBitocal ]l
20 ]. . evaci] 5 o]
1wl ]. €. ev[ 18separ]
Jewréir §[Ji. [ C

Tepovr [ Joc. [
Jpeyacdor [
25 '8, . [
1. €vcee
]. 8dcuf
1. /pvca[
1.8.1




3695. ANACREON 5

fr. v2. Upper margin, cursive ], arc at top edge, offtheline,»? |, [, Traceson edge aboveand tg rlg(:lf;
of 2 superior o, i.e. o(c)? 1 ].,suggestion of right-hand edge of circleasofoorew [ SPCC]fS one gdcth
theline 2 Of¢, basc only, o perhaps not excluded (e or o EL) but the curve appears to terminate an Ci
curvature better suits e 4 |.,upright 5 ]., suggestion of letter-top ll()I"lZOI]t'le coming in t0 a(IjJEd
ofa [, 4, p not excluded 6 1., upright close to edge, p? 8 1., foot of upright Cl(.)SCIY Pre‘ff_ -
by a speck on the line o, € perhaps not excluded  , two specks, upper left and lower right, P°§’}‘° :
suitable e.g. for » 10 1., right-hand end of cross-stroke touching e below top o {so EL V;':’t 1<‘)ur
comment) looks anomalous, represented at left by seeming foot of upright [, traces on edge, perhaps ©
curve (e 0 o ¢ w) rather than of upright 11 ], medianspeck onedge, €. [, c suggested , ,lf. }]J]é
upright close to edge, thickness towards top perhaps suggesting Before p, bfise trace, € dcfip dqu
Between ¢ and a, lower part of upright 13 ., ve suggested 14 1., l}P“ght pp (s0 E f),'oht-
only the tail, of p only a median dot to left of ¢ I should have expected to sce the tail  Ofyponlyparto rég
hand hasta 15 ]., dot just below letter-top level, minimal speck vertically below at foot , -81 b 'tI,
lower left-hand side of circle (<?) 18 After @ right-hand ends of strokes, on theling; anomalous‘dbl ° u -
can suggest nothing better  Above and to left of supposed circumflex, another trace, perhaps of a %l'wr 1 i
line above (8?) 20 |, ., letter-top specks  Of the supposed circumflex, only the lefi-hand 51de’,11t W“S
taken by IIL to be the lower left of a letter x following 6 in 19, but (as EL himself noted) would be]anorr?d ous at
such 21 ], trace off the line suggesting of vowels e Before ¢, y or 7 suggested Aft'e.r é perhaps slarl
of stroke rising to right, and minimal specks above and to right 22 J¢, only the extremities Aé;)paren
‘long’ rather a grave accent?  After 1, suggestion of arc at upper right of 53 only basc an SPP?Z
speck {, letter-top trace, perhaps = 23 [, trace of apparent arc on the lme. '24‘ . [‘, Ott df
letter-top level 25 1., oblique trace suggesting perhaps circlet of p - Affer, which might be par'b(l)
another letter, tops of 2-4 letters, of which first or second a circle 26 ], traccontheline €[,  possi ¢
{so EL; in fact 0 better?) 27 ].,specks on edge, perhaps of circle (o, <) 28 ].., Jo EL, notingit fi
anomalous; what survives is two specks, upper and median, followed by upper part of apparent 1'1p}r1gl
bending to left at top; e scems suitable 2g ],, median speck followed by upper part of upright, v
EL [, top of apparent upright

fr. 13. 1 ],, upper part of upright 2 [, lefi-hand cdge of circle apparently inserted r}rl"dl'
line 5 1., a dot, perhaps not part of a letter 6 Of p only upper part of left-hand branch, which
looks uncommonly steep; ink above not certainly”

fr. 14. Slightly darker 1 [, foot of apparent upright hooked 1o right 2 [, speckoff the line

fr.15.1 [, tip of a stroke descending to right 2 Jw, o notexcluded 3 Upper partofupright,
upper left of circle, dot just above letter-top level

fr. 16..1 [, lower left-hand arc of circle 2 Apparent letter-tops, horizontal followed by higher
specks

fr. 19. LL noted: ‘surface loose and rubbed; decipherment now very precarious’. I give EL’s transcript,
which he notes as having been ‘made earlier’. 1].,8 (EL) [, (EL) 3 pe no longer to be
made out 4 Asecems to me to be rather « 5 I cannot recognize ve; the letters before v[ appear to
have been crossed through, and at least one cancellation dot placed

fr. 12. It scems to me that the metre is likely to be (anaclastic) ionic. If we could be sure of trimeters rather
than tetrameters, some further restoration could be attempted. .

1 76t cér. Mr Lobel noted that the accompaniment of the possessive adjective by the artl(‘,l(.t seems to be
the preferred usage of Anacrcon, while the much more frequent practice of the rest of the lyric poets is to
dispense with the article.

2 -lomoc 8’ (apostrophe not written). Gen., e.g. ITédomoc, or nom., ¢.g. emixdomoc? , )

3 ]ard kédpacseems implied by the diacritics. Mr Lobel queried the contribution of the ‘long ,‘but itmay
have been thought desirable to obviate confusion not only with kdpa but with karakwpdle, and in any case
diacritics are not always applied on totally austere principles; cf. 12. o virtually certain, not oe.

4 el]vexa. coi 8 & ya[-. Female, e.g. xa[plecca, if the reference of the participle in 7 is the same; t.)ut not
necessarily so, evenif 6 cv| is c6. Mr Lobel noted that there is no other instance of cofin Anacreon (butitis what
one would expect for the non-enclitic form).



6 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS

5 -Aov (e.g. pdAdov) éued. The orthography is regular, cf. e.g. PMG 418, 421 (74, 79 Gent.).

6 Perhaps ye)uépiov, in view of 7 AdBpw[c, -w[e. In 8 ofSed[vra is a possibility (but so is ¢.g. kaA]Aikouor
SebifTe).
10 7€(?) xai Tepmyv strikes me as both palaeographically (w rather 40?) and metrically (three successive

longa) questionable, but I do not know what else to suggest.
12 -écac (pécac or aor. part., e.g. ée]uécac’) épwra maid[-? Mr Lobel noted that 7aid[ is ‘not suggested’.

The position and shape of the upright preceding ou8[ might suggest rather épwrdrac, but that would be
undesirable in metre and form alike (jpdunv PMG 387, 8g Gent., elpwrd Thgn. 519, cf. Adesp. iamb. 7. 5
West), and a8 seems to me acceptable. After a¢ any diacritics, except on w, will be lost.

13 Jacrév (derdv, placrav? —an a-stem would probably be written uncontracted) émif[-, éri B[-. No
room for more than two or threc letters between the circumflex and Ja.

14 Alisc(e.g.) ydp ppéva, -a[c.

15 d]¢npdc perhaps suggested, Av]pnpdc alia not excluded.

19 e.g. "Epw]roc Béloc, & [wail.

21 [d]rédev[Toc would suit the indications, but I dare say not uniquely.

22 If the ink above the first ¢ is a sign of cancellation, the remains become less intractable (perhaps -7ei
dat. adj., e.g. edrlerei, since -€i for -éec would be unexpected); but it does not have the appearance of such.

29 {pov m[p]oc acceptable.

24 ;Le'yac 8 6 7- (mﬁ[p'yod C.g.)?

28 (-)]eipvca, -afr?

fr. 13. 2 If kA ‘¢ ’[, as looks likely enough, «A ‘e ’[i- is probably implied, «A(e)uric vel sim.

fr. 17. 3 PMG 380 (91 Gent.) runs yaipe pidov péc xaplevre peididby mpocdrmwr, Himerius® addition to which
includes the phrase Movcdwy 7° dAcn, cf. *al[ in the next line here. But I should doubt there is anything in this.

6 8 épw[ra the likeliest articulation?

fr. 18

la.l 0 Jepépwc |
] %[ Jepirpov-oiad]
1.1 1.op. . [ Jraroc: [

], ovrerypac]

Juouf] [ 11

5 ]. camapmé[ NEl
Joos [ 15 1M ap|
Jpawopar|

Jexewr: [ JoArad[
1. vBvpocar| 1.0

fr. 18. Darkened and brittle 1 ],, oblique descending to the line, A?. [, foot of upright?
3 ]., median trace, ¢ After p, top of circle? 4 Above o perhaps an acute accent overwritten by e
(not ev) 5 1. (J: EL), upright touched by median stroke at left, e.g. 5 or e 6 ¢ perhaps struck
out 9 ]., a trace above mid-letter (so EL; I am not sure it is ink) 7] damaged; there might be ¢
between a and the next letter but one (y, =, 72) 13 1., Ju EL, but it seems to me to be )i, perhaps with
acute accent 15 Of ]2 only lower part of right-hand stroke 15-17 LL took 15 for the last of the
column, and the line below, which is written in a smaller version of the text hand, for a marginal addition, This
may be right, but it leaves traces of ink immediately beneath the latter line unaccounted for. The traces in



3695. ANACREON 7

fr. 19 fr. 20

1. ex[ ] we. [
Jvo. [
3 J.pd. [
] =1
4 Jurapy|
] wp[
], add[

]el

question, though very meagre, are in a position and of an appearance suitable for letter-tops of a regularl. 17.
In that case the smaller writing will be a supralineation, and the regular . 16 will have terminated short
of the extant papyrus; in fact there are a couple of specks beneath 15 ]A which may belong to the end of the
regular L. 16.

fr. 19. Darkened, but lcss so than fr. 18 1 ]., a headless upright, v? 2 [, upright with foot
hooked to right 3], woro [, upright 4 Above and to left of Jv, traces of apparent
supralineation 5 1., upright, and specks at top to left, v? 6 ].,atraccon theline 7 ].,yor
7 ¢ ¢ EL, but vestige of mid-stroke scems discernible  _ {, upper left corner of u or v?

fr. 20. ], upperright of anomalous 72 Of g only the top, unexplained ink within [, start of a stroke
rising to right, A?

fr. 21. A small squarc of papyrus with all but the lower part of a coronis towards the right-hand edge. The
coloration is similar to that of fr. 18. I cannot decisively dismiss the idea that the coronis stood in the margin to
the left of the asteriscus of fr. 19, but I see no suggestive fibre correspondence.

fr. 18 As Mr Lobel observes, the metre appears to be the same asin PMG 432 (44 Gent,, Anacr. fr.iamb. 5
West), i.c. 3ia| D (cf. Archil. 182-7 West). That is quoted as év fdufe. It is difficult to assess the likelihood that
the same poem is represented here; ifitis, we have dialogue: in PMG 432 a female speaks, here a male (at leastif
8 éywv agrees with 7 paivopar), doubtless Anacreon himself. The context in both is erotic. Cf. also Anacr. fr.
tamb. 7 West (PMG 424, 54 Gent.).

5 &n’ dumé[Awv, ~ou, is the obvious supplement; in view of the need for a caesura, perhaps a structure such
as 7]jc an’ dumé[lov Spdcov (cf. PMG gog. 4, Pi. O. 7. 2). Other articulations: rolic dwapmé[xouci pot, -ca
wapmé[vyc, mapmé[mepa, c.g.

7 paivopar PMG 428. 2 (46. 2 Gent.), in comparable metrical context; émpaivopar PMG 359. 2 (5. 2
Gent.).

8 rtMjupova Bupdy Exwy Il. 5. 670, Aiccav éxwv IL. 9. 305.

10 -¢ u’ or & &pwc probable. Any accent on Je will have been lost.

11 -c puurcpdv Or cpukpdv? puxpdv reported in the quotations of PMG 373 (93 Gent.), and no metrical reason
for cuixpdy here; but there can be no certainty,

ola 8[#? old Te PMG 408. 1 (28. 1 Gent.).

13 obre repdc[fai? Teudc vel sim. metrically unlikely. If odre, a sccond ofire at the beginning of 147 But -ov e
is not excluded.

15f. It looks as if the smaller writing below may be a rewritten version of . 15, But if it is in the lower
margin the inferior traces cause difficulty, while if it is not, and the traces represent L. 17, it is oddly placed.

fr. 19. On the asteriscus see at fr. 6. g above.
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3696. CHORAL LyRric
Plates I, V
6 1B.8/G(c) 3.7 % 8.3 cm Third -fourth century
A scrap of which little can be said beyond that it seems to be of a triadic composition
in ‘literary Doric’, possibly dactylo-epitrite. It is written in a medium-sized, oval,
slightly sloping hand which may be assigned to the later third century if not to the early
fourth. Both sides of the papyrus are written on, and the presumption is that this was a
codex. I see no indication which side preceded which.
A second hand, distinguishable by paler ink, has made corrections (—5, |6) and
added some of the accents.

— . . . ¥ .
I J
Il Iy
]
]

Ldetr, . of ]
L éimevical, [ Ipuar
\4
s 1 wli]gawe 5] [
1 copad’eveld| JexAeol- [
Jxaorcperew| Jvmodu| |, Jevk[
1. plpo[]cems] 1B [
]. vxavmoda, [ Jyepact
10 "1, xeroxaAA[ 10 Jpakal
J.vmo. [ 1 I
Jero[

- 1 [,speckonline 3 Of, only the foot, then remains suggesting acr; missing above, so that any
diacritics will be lost 4 [, around upper cdge of hole suggestion of arc as of € or o, not A 5p
crossed through and » written above, in very pale ink; and a further intervention has been made above ad,
possibly a cancelled circumflex 6 Accentbym. 2 7 «[, o perhaps not excluded 8 1/,lower
right suitable for a; accentbym. 2 [], room for a lost 9 ]., mid-lincspeck, e suggested, rather low for
7, perhaps insufficient room atleft for¢p | [, curve consistent with ¢, ¢ 10 ], an inserted «? Before it,
room for one broad or two narrow letters 11 |, right-hand side perhaps of a rather stumpy x . [,
upright with traces to right suggesting «

} 7 [ in correction 8 [, outward-curving upright The interlinear space between g and

10 is unusually wide, but hardly enough to accommodate another line; it looks as if g drifted upwards

— 3 8efidr rw[ is suggested. Conceivably the right hand of Zeus, 2 {[.

3/4 The coronis will probably be marking triadic boundary.

4f. Pi. I 6. 51, strophe-beginning, efrév re pwvricaic dre pdvric dmip: “Fecerar krA. It scems likely that 5
viv daive, daiveras sim., begins a speech. On the relation between speech-beginning and metrical structure sce
R. Fithrer, Formproblem-Untersuchungen zu den Reden in frithgr. Lyrik (Zetemata 44), 66-76.



On P- 8, 3696—3-4, the central elements of the
coronis have dropped out of the printed text.

3696. CHORAL LYRIC 9

6 copa 8 eded[éc? B. 9. 31 daive (impfl) favpacrdy 8éuac, but cdpa would hardly be used in such
a context, and all lyric instances of ede:dic are applicd to females.

7{. If dpBpo[i]c in 8, as looks probable, peXéw[v ‘limbs’ rather than ‘songs’ or ‘wretched’, and dcv]|xaiowc
might be considered along with A}jyawoic, dp}lxafotc.

8 The dot above ¢ scems to be by the seccond hand (light ink) and is in just the right position for
a cancellation dot, but may be casual.

8f. Is the sense something like émé 8[¢ (edédpevoc) | edyav mddac [ (kovdouc veipov)? T owe the suggestion to
Mr Parsons. Cf. on 6 above.

10 (-)|d]ixero scems indicated.

1 6 Kieoicorr. to KXewi. For the variation in spelling cf. Pi. Pae. 7a. 7 (with Schol. V. 2. 17¢), V. 3. 83; at
B. 3. 3 Keiof is written but must scan - -, Kde(1)of B. 3. 3 and 12. 2, cach at outset of poem. Itis possible that this
is the first line of a new poem, and 1. 4 the last line of the preceding one (or conceivably a heading, but nothing
points in that direction except its isolation).

7 Hodv[8]ebx[-.

8 Bap)Bapux|-.

3697. Lyric
Plate I
73/1(a) 2.4 % 4.7 cm Second century

“ding to cursive which I have not
rhynchus, this scrap mentions an

CORRIGENDUM = said to convey the impression of

pparent occurrence of alin 1. 6 is

1 U 8etr, | of

Inplace of
P ] U elwevxa,\_[

please read

]. ovdocmp, [
1,000

The spacc above JyBug[ is slightly greater than the normal interlinear space, so that this may be column

top 2 },, raiscd upright as of » 5 ]., oblique at upper right as of ¢, v 6 q, offsets or
washed-out ink to lower left and above; the papyrus was damaged when written on 7 1., two specks
suggesting raised uprightasof v [, a suggested 8 Various letter-top traces

1 JvBeo[. Though I suppose Bloc or cognate has far greater probability, the possibility of Talthybius may
be worth mentioning (cf. Hdt. 7. 1347).
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3696. CuoraLr Lyric
Plates I, V
6 1B.8/G(c) 3.7%8.3 cm Third-fourth century

A scrap of which little can be said beyond that it seems to be of a triadic composition
in ‘literary Doric’, possibly dactylo-epitrite. It is written in a medium-sized, oval,
slightly sloping hand which may be assigned to the later third century if not to the early
fourth. Both sides of the papyrus are written on, and the presumption is that this was a
codex. I see no indication which side preceded which.

A second hand, distinguishable by paler ink, has made corrections (—5, {6) and
added some of the accents,

- ] ' [ o v o
1 L E
] st af i [
] U éimevial, [
5 1 w[i]dawe
] copad’eveld[
Ixatowcpeden|
1 pOpo[]cemd[
], vxavmoda, [
10 "1, xeTokadA[
], vmo, [
Jero

—> 1 [, speck on ling
diacritics will be lost iz
crossed through and v -

possiblyacanccllcd i ' L e rwnuer unervenuon has been made above at,

7 w[, o perhaps not excluded 8 ]/, lower
t /9 1., mid-linespeck, € suggested, rather low for
- nsistent with ¢, ¢ 10 ], aninserted «? Before it,
’ > side perhaps of a rather stumpy x . [,

T
./} The interlincar space between g and
% it looks as if g drifted upwards

gl
- dvilp' ““Bccerar xrA. It seems likely that 5

- #¢cch-beginning and metrical structure sce
Zetemata 44), 66-76.



3696. CHORAL LYRIC 9

6 capa 8 eded[éc? B. 9. 31 daive (impf.) favpacrdv 8épac, but cdpa would hardly be used in such
a context, and all lyric instances of ede:8vjc arc applied to females.

7§, If &pBpo[:]c in 8, as looks probable, pedéw[v ‘limbs’ rather than ‘songs’ or ‘wretched’; and dcv]|xadowc
might be considered along with A]|yacoic, dp|xaiocc.

8 The dot above ¢ seems to be by the sccond hand (light ink) and is in just the right position for
a canccllation dot, but may be casual.

8f. Is the sense something like émi 8¢ (edédpevoc) | edxav médag [ (robdovc veiuov)? I owe the suggestion to
Mr Parsons. Cf. on 6 above.

10 (-)ld]ixero scems indicated.

| 6 K)eoicorr. to KAewoi. For the variation in spelling cf. Pi. Pae. 7a. 7 (with Schol. M. 2. 17¢), N. 3. 83; at
B. 3. 3 KAetoi' is written but must scan - -. Ke(¢)oi B. 3. 3 and 12. 2, cach at outset of poem. Itis possible that this
is the first line of a new poem, and L. 4 the last line of the preceding one (or conceivably a heading, but nothing
points in that direction except its isolation).

7 IToAv[8]ed(-.

8 BaplBapu[-.

3697. Lyric
Plate I

73/1(a) 2.4 X 4.7 cm Second century

Written in an informal second-century hand tending to cursive which I have not
recognized among other lyric manuscripts from Oxyrhynchus, this scrap mentions an
dpxayérac and for all its exiguity may I think fairly be said to convey the impression of
Pindar or Bacchylides, epinician or not, though the apparent occurrence of ain 1. 6 is
something of a deterrent against such ascription.

I
TvBro[
]. yeyevva|
Japxayéral
17’ avfenié|
1. pepadey|
Jeovr’quu|
1. ovdocrp. [
1.0

[

The space above JyBeol is slightly greater than the normal interlinear space, so that this may be column

top 2 ], raised upright as of » 5 1., oblique at upper right as of ¢, v 6 q, offscts or
washed-out ink to lower left and above; the papyrus was damaged when written on 7 1., two specks
suggesting raiscd upright asofv [, a suggested 8 Various letter-top traces

1 JyBeo[. Though I suppose Bioc or cognate has far greater probability, the possibility of Talthybius may
be worth mentioning (cf. Hdt. 7. 134?).
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2 Probably «eivd]v ye, a3y ye vel sim.

3 dpxayéra[tdat. is probable in view of the longum. Whether hero or god (in the latter case the odds must
be with Apollo), I see little hope of any but speculative identification on present evidence.

4 avfepif[. In the absence of other diacritics dv feuéé- may be assumed, in which case very probably
Oepitevoc, attested at Pi. Pae. 6. 131 7av Oepifevov dper[dv with reference to Aegina. That together with such
image-corroborating passages as 0. 8. 20-23, N. 4. 11£,, 5. 8 and L 9. 4-6is perhaps an encouragement to think
of Aegina here too, and mention of Heracles (7?) would certainly be at home in an Aeginetan ode; but
alternatives must be many.

5 0]9(?) péuade(v) seems indicated. This ‘hyper-Doric’ form is probably to be recognized in a Pindaric
dithyramb, XXVI 2445 1 ii 10, where see Lobel.

6 ‘]¢ovr’. The grave accent probably implies masc. sing. or neut. pl. participle. The position of the first
accent suggests that ¢ was immediately preceded by a vowel: therefore presumably future.

-7 quu[. The letters are damaged but the reading is hard to avoid. Unless the dialect is either Acolic or
strong Doric (cf. PMG 87) it would scem that a! is to be recognized, as transmitted just twice in the Brit. Mus.
Bacchylides papyrus and so far as I am aware not at all in Pindar; and virtually not in tragedy.

7 lvovBognpe[. Perhaps mention of Heracles (Heraclidae, Hera), preceded by o0d8éc (the first trace
scarcely compatible with ¢]podidoc or -c]movdoc, *Evovdoc unlikely). Heracles and 0d84c in mutual vicinity at B.
fr. 4. 21, but I se¢ no relevance in that. It would be foolhardy to assume that Heracles or even a Heraclid is
himself the dpyayérac, though that is of course possible.

3698. EarLy HEXAMETERS: Argonautica?
Plate I1

17 2B.55/H(a) 7% 28.8 cm Second century

A tall strip with line-beginnings, badly abraded in places, written in the same hand
as XXX 2513 and apparently from the same manuscript. Like 2513, 3698 is written on
the back of a document (a register) running in the opposite direction, and the physical
appearance of the two fragments is so similar as to leave little doubt that they are parts of
one and the same manuscript, one would guess from the same vicinity.

2513 has been thought to concern the sacrifice of Iphigenia (R. Janko, ZPE 49
(1982) 25-9, after ed. pr. on 14fT.). 3698 is unmistakably Argonautic: we have Orpheus
(10), Mopsus (14}, Jason (17), Aeetes (18), and a ship (25, 30). Orpheus plays (10-11),
Mopsus makes a speech (15-22), the first word of which is vécroc; if 16 ydu[ovis right, he
says Jason must marry—-Medea, evidently. Little else of the action emerges with any
clarity. But the narrative is told in the first person (éyd 12). The speaker cannot be
Orpheus as in the Orphic Argonautica; I will not suggest the Argo herself; perhaps Jason
reminiscing?

The Homeric tincture noted of 2513 is in evidence here too, and there is an ugly
hiatus at 25. Verse of such unrefined character could be late, but nothing betrays this
composition as such, and the likeliest supposition is that it is archaic. But ascription is
difficult, with or without 2513; I can make no convincing link with any known fragments
or testimonia, and see nothing specially in favour of the Naupactica.

Eliston is regularly signalled, other lectional aids are provided sparingly (a grave
accentin 12, 8’ éyw). A second hand has added punctuation, in the form not of a round
dot but of a short thick oblique, placed above the line: less markedly different from an



3698. EARLY HEXAMETERS: ARGONAUTICA? 11

ordinary stop than the intratextual oblique found in L 3533, and I would not suppose it
has any function other than ordinary punctuation. For its occurrence in 2513 see the
note appended to the commentary below. I represent it in the transcript as a high stop.

1.0

17v. [
Jpwdar’[ Iy, [
Lvou, . [Joc[

5 Jogkpal]r[, Jo.
v.aprw,  pal
ovderw, [. . ].p.[
vou, | Wnw|
Inpackov-rored|

1o J.ayp, v, [.]. ocvi]
mhy, .
Tovd éywol , | |Ta|
avrapemetd, | Al
pohocdyror’ eme, |

pev
15 vocTocOnmavro|

. pnredecavy |
Jcovidmvun|

aunTew xpndop,
ale, .., [l

20 XPRATAKOLCE]

.6 1...1

e5 v
crlpwddr’ [ ]v. [
Jovop, oc]

&¢ kpaldrv]de [
ob ydp mw , , pa
ovdémwal, ].p.[
mvou O allnd[.
y|ipackov vére 87
O]idypov (}S[[]/_\oc vi[oc
mhnirp, . € [

700 8" éyw of , , ra[
adrap émel 87 | A[

Mdioc 67 1677 émes|

Nécroc pév 87 mavro[
xp7) TeAécar yau[ov
Al]covibny un|
Abjrew: xpi dap, {
iNa, o o

xpripaTa kal ce[

The surface is much damaged, which makes decipherment and transcription difficult in places, Where no

ink remains and there may have been letter loss T put square brackets. 3 . [, apparent arc with
suggestion of mid-stroke as of ¢, 0 4 1., twospecks, onclow |, first indeterminate, second perhaps
cross-bar of » 6 v, consistent with o, @ not excluded ,a, y or v, partial letter-tops, 7ma not
commended 7 After w, only aof vowels?  Before p, letter-topspeck  After p, upright 8 .. ,to
left of hole an upright, to right a descending oblique ligatured to ¢ 10 ],, upright bent to left at
top . [,leftside of apparent circlet and high speck ¢, 0ro 11 Aftery, xor y acceptable,

then miscellancous traces on torn and displaced papyrus, possibly Tpewe, then trace of letter-top horizontal as of

y before € [, foot of upright

14 . [, possible upright 15 of,orw, hardlyaore

13 .., n acceptable for first, then specks on abraded surface
16 |y, scanty traces, p identified on basis of curl

at lower left 18 [, trace suitable for p but perhaps not excluding 8, 7, ¢ 19 .., first probably y

orar, then threeletter-top traces
which case no letter lost before v

.. [1, firstan arc on the linc as of ¢, 8, ¢, sccond an angle on the line as of a, in
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evdu, [Jeda, . [
govro, [, ]o, o[, Ju[
cegall, a, arov, [
ecdexpn. ate, ev|
25, maev[,, Jeduov, [
ecr, .. . én.[.1n.[
wel.]......wa, 9. [
ewou[ Javriader, | [
L pael . 1. pevoral
s0 ., Jocer[, ], dvpneco, [
voerl . 10nlL ], [
Jdowd, [ Jol 17 p. . [
T B T N |
eede [L16, . [ Jeew
35 ], ¢uho.m. ev[, . 10as, [
V-7 I DT N - |
R P - I D O =
.7 S P V. T |
oo, cer[L .18, ep. [
w0 . Jéwer [ Jo[...]..[
Jovadd[ ][
Joeove, [LIv.u. [
Wepe,  [....]. €l
v [...... 11
P P [...... N
d01 T
Jrol.1...[.. 1L L] L
Jae[Jel... ]
JAaeg, [Tv[
50 69 Jopo[
. 10 Je. [
¢. 10 Jel
€9 1. vie]
.9 Jvcac|
55 ¢9  Jowy[
9 Ll

eddripwc Sa, [
wévroy [, Jos, o[, Ju[

oc ébal’- of & dpa Tob [
éc 8¢ xpruar’ éfev[To
via éd[ccledpor A[
éclin. . . dn. [ 1n.[
oc[.].....vw"a, 7. [
.ewoi] | Javrigder, | [
.. 1pael . ], pevora[
vn]oc ém[iy]Aadupiic o, [
vden[. 160l ]. . [
ded,  [L . Jol Jmep. . [
xlpv[clety. . . . ep[
eede [L14 L Jeew|
w ddo. . ev[., J0ar. [
0]9§> dpla) 7os . [... ]po.[



3698. EARLY HEXAMETERS: ARGONAUTICA? 13

21 After p, lowish thick medial traces, spacessuitable for w, notforo | | [, first alowspeck suitable for
,, p, v, then leg and suggestion of cross-bar of 7, then perhaps o, then indeterminate lowish trace 22 [,
two legs as of v or =, then traces on damaged surface perhaps suggesting e |, upright, perhaps ¢, then
damage, a speck at lower right 23 .., consistent with ot [, trace ol the line 24 After e,
suggestion of curve as of 4, ¢ 25 ., [, frec-standing oblique perhaps intended for high stop, then perhaps
back of A 26 Afier A, only 5 of vowels, then upright and further traces, v not suggested, then after an
interval specks before ¢ suggestinge | [ (prim.), heavy downward curve, surrounding surfacelost [ (alt.),
two specks perhaps of upright 27 ... .. , abraded, first three perhaps eue, fourth perhaps e or 8, fifth
perhaps a, A, k, sixth vsuggested  After o, upright and upper right speck, then oblique suggesting back of a, 8,
A [ letter-top speck 28 ,speckatlowerright,e.g.8,« [, ], roomfore.g. ¢, hardlyforé [,op
suggested? 29 1, Or ¥ 30 Before ¢, a best of vowels? [, upper left of v, x? 31 .}, or
L 32 |}, ora  Anomalous ink above stop, sce comm. ¢, or w  Before p, perhaps € (w[c}mep
poss.) .. [, minimal specks 33 ...Lmwu? ]....,specks atletter-top level, then possible top of o,
then a stroke rising rightwards from the line, then damage, then emergent mid-stroke of € 34 §, to
lower left a stroke unaccounted for [, perhaps o, but anomalous [, minimal letter-foot specks
35 1., arc consistent with initial w  After o, specks not excluding cor = After v, specks compatible with 7,
hardly ¢ 36 After v, traces consistent with 8 ], letter-top horizontal? | [, first possible upright,
then minimal traces | [, trace at letter-top level, hardly ¢ 37 ].. ., first letter-top horizontal, sccond
perhaps right side of o, third concave upright missing to right ~ Before ¢, oblique as of x or A 38 1.0
rather than « [, o2  After ¢, oblique rising from lower left  Before p, descending oblique  p, or
o ..[letter tops, e.g. 1 39 la,orA  After§, perhaps e or o, thenspecks suggesting i, v, x? [, low
speck, e.g. foot of ¢ 40 After 7, curved upright as of 5 42 ],, mid-horizontal asofe [, first,
back of a, A? second, left of w? third, curved upright and specks, »?  Between v and v, variously assignable
specks, perhaps two letters | [, upper left trace as of 7 43 X’, apostrophe doubtful 44 1..,
confused letter-top traces 45, 46 Scattered traces, surface stained 49 ] w, o[.]? 53 A
single dot dircctly above iota 55 Jo, or@

2 If 7 yis rightly read —there is damage, but I see no alternative—duu- would seem to be indicated.

3 cr]pwdér’: perhaps -ray, if in a simile (see on 5), otherwise -ro. Then e.g. &f[o (§0[a xai &vfa?) would
suit.

4 c.g. &]xvipevoc or &]pviuevoc (but hardly a]ivipevoc or d]yvipevoc) would suit the traces, but other
articulations are open, ¢.g. . ], vv uévoc. Rhianus has Biérowo pév éc 1* émidevijc | crpwddTar, paxdpecay ém
Jiyov alvoy ldnre | dxvipevoc, ktA. (fr. 1. -5 Powell); but 8]pvipevoc best for the context here?

5 |dc kpamvaic IL. 15. 83, 172, cach time in exit from a simile. The terms of the previous two lines could be
appropriate to the véoc, as in the first of the two Iliadic similes. kpairvésc perhaps with reference to the mvou
of 8?

8 gvouiie by’ ailnd[i. A surprising phrase. Homer has mvorfie 78 Auyvpie (11, 13. 590, 23. 215, cf. Od. 4. 402).
ailnéc is applied normally to men, and is used by Hellenistic and later pocts, after Homer, more or lcss as a
synonym for dwip or dvfpwmoc. 1 do not find it applied clsewhere to a feminine noun. Either this is a deliberate
extension of the normal range of application, or the meaning has not yet become stereotyped; I presume the
latter. $° (or $7°) al{né[v is formally available but is hardly encouraged by Hes. Th. 863 réxvme 8n° (or &m’)
allnov.

Is this an adverse wind which impedes the Argonauts’ sailing? That might make a thematic connection
with 2513, if that docs indeed concern the sacrifice of Iphigenia, the more so if a seer then reveals the measures
necessary to achieve a cessation. (Cf. AR 1. 1092 fl.) Marrying Medea is hardly comparable with sacrificing a
daughter, but Apollonius’ Jason is at least reluctant. Alternatively we could try to fit 2513 to 3698: 8 @pyra|
and 22 8u[c]yeyépw[e could cohere well enough, but I can offer no cogent interpretation of 2513 as Argonautic
(26 a, e is hardly Adyein[c, almost certainly Apyein[). But I do not know what to make of g y]fpackor in the
present papyrus, on this or any other construction; applied to the effects of being weather-bound it is
excessively hyperbolic.

Perhaps yl4packov contrasts with gpa{i]7[v]dg; ¢.g., for not yet (6-7) were they (the crew) aged by their
buffeting on the sca (8). This suggestion is due to Mr Parsons, who also raises the possibility of 8]jpackor as a
theoretical alternative, cf. ynpdw alongside ynpdexaw.
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10 Orpheus. Cf. e.g. Adprirov didoc vidc Il. 23. 289. Apollonius avoids the banal collocation, but cf.
Hermesian. 7. 1 Powell ofyy pév ¢idoc vidc dvifyayev Oldypoco.

11 mhijkrpwr émeprimile (kara pépoc/uédoc) is suggested by HH Herm. 53, 419, 501, and is I think
compatible with the remains: perhaps #Aykrpe 1 ” emewp[, though the trace of the first € looks more like the top
of an upright: rather mAjxrpawe metp[jrile? Apollonius’ mutation is dv 8¢ xai *Opgedc | Aavjt dvacyduevoc xiflapw
melpalev dodic, 1. 4041

12 o[da]ra would make a good fit, though I should have rather expected a reference to the music (Secav,
Sudip excluded).

13 €A[née (kai ... ?)? But () why not Ajée? (b) the specks before A perhaps suggest a rather than e.

14ff. Mopsus’ specch, with its ypsfs perhaps indicating prophetic authority (cf. e.g. AR 1. 1092 Alcovisn
xpeud ce krA.), apparently occupices Il. 15-22. 14 émefra highly probable.

15 pév is added by the copyist himself. 84 is to stand, I take it. The connection between 15 and 16 is
unclear. “The return of every man (mavrg[c, otherwise wdvro[c(e)) depends on this: Jason must marry Medea’?

16fT. ydulov is not assurcd but makes a good reading. One of the parties is apparently Jason (1%
Allcovidyy); the other is not inevitably Medea but Aljrew is suggestive and py inviting, e.g. Mij[8erav dyovr’
ebdmiba xovpyw. CL AR 4. 11611 ob uév év Ahkwdoro ydpov pevéaive Teréecar | fpwe Aicovidyce . . . 767" ab xpecd
7ye peyfvar. The location and circumstances of the wedding varied from author to author, see esp. Schol. AR 4.
1141, 11534, 1217-19a: at Colchis (near the river, Antimachus; with Acctes’ blessing, Timonax), on Corcyra
(in Alcinous’ palace, Philetas; in Macris’ cave, Ap. Rhod.; commemorative altars set up near the sea,
Timaeus), at Byzantium (Dionys. Scytobrach.). Hes. Thg. 997-9 is most naturally read as implying that the
wedding did not take place until they were back in Iolcus (cf. AR 4. 1162f).

18 8 duple?

19 dAX dydpwc is a possibility, as is dAd ydpe 8dv[arov, but yau is far from inevitable; e.g. mévew would be
just as good. @AX” dye not suggested.

21 Not Ed¢nuoc. 8 adrév might suit for what follows, but the stop is clear; a possible reading is Sacrde.

22 wdvroy: or ITévroy, the Euxine? Not wovromrop-.

23 Perhaps the Homeric dc égaf’, of 8" dpa 705 pdAa pév khiov %8¢ wifovro.

24f. Probably: the men loaded the ypjuara (cf. 20} on to the ship. Cf. Hes. Op. 672 ¢éprov 7° & mdvra
tiecoi, AR 1. 357f. Smha 8¢ mdvra | &vBéuevor.

25 vija édfccledpov: the hiatus presumably not in learned imitation of Homer’s of)e *Oveipe but—
analogously with that—the hapless result of singularizing vfjac évccédpove. Arguably comparable phenomena
occur in Hesiod too (sce West’s Theogony, pp. g5f.). Unless merely late and bad, the poem will be carly.

26 Perhaps écOM, the ¢ a subsequent addition; but I can recover no more.

27 ¢ [y]€é pe Bady’ drant[ov is the best I can do with the remains. «p’ perhaps not excluded.

28 «xedvoi[c], Sewoi[c] dvria? Then not Sew- following.

30 voc éml yhagupiic Od. 4. 357, vijac éml yradupdc I, passim.

31 Evenifonly one letter is lost at the beginning, there are several possibilities (dv, &, 9v), and e.g. 76]vis
not excluded. No apostrophe after 8, so probably 8¢ (Apostrophe omitted in 18, but possibly lost in 8, 23 bis, 24;
present in 12, 14, 27.) Then IT[, |, ]89[c] suggests itsclf as a possibility, but I find no one apt.

32 dA]doclooks rather cramped but is perhaps acceptable; &]A{A]or also may be possible; or | Jafe]ot. I do
not know what to make of some ink above the oblique punctuation mark, presumably an interlinear addition,
which may be by the second hand; not a simple stop, and hardly ¢ or ¢, and a double point would be most
surprising; there may have been loss, at cither side.

33 xlevlclefpy plelrd xsplcl is a possible decipherment (yep[civ Exwy, éXdv?). mepdy[pv a far-fetched
possibility for g2.

34 v]ieorv]ié Aig[c] offers. The latter, followed by ¢ido[c €Jcct («[ad)? In the next line & ¢idéryr’ will then
be less attractive than & $idog: followed by 7 (f red[¢ac]far, § 7 €5 [0éc]far, c.g.)? Addressee: Castor and/or
Polydeuces? or Heracles (as at HH 15. 1, g) likelier? It seems the speech—an appeal? —begins at 34, but I do
not see where it ends. Heracles’ place in the Argonautic expedition was not fixed: he was the leader (Dionys.
Scyt., DS 4. 41), he was left at Aphetae (Hes. fr. 263 M-W), he did not take part at all (Herodorus, FFGrHist 41
Fq1).

40 03]8” dc? But no apostrophe written. u4]8” too long if the obvious supplements in the neighbouring
lines are correct (38 wlodal[, 39 «]af, 41 7]dw).
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49 The Argonaut IMa)Xaipwy is conceivable, but 1 do not think the number of letters lost at the line

beginning is much underestimated.
It may be appropriate to append a couple of notes on 2513, which I have inspected under gl‘ass. "
(1) Punctuation. Mr Lobel in ed. pr. drew attention to the presence at a number of places of what looks
most like a thick acute accent where it is inappropriate’. With the benefit of 3698, where the same mark occurs
in 1l 9, 18, and 21 and is evidently to be interpreted as a stop added by a second hand (cf. intro.), we ma\y
l:cCOEgmzc punctuation in 2513 and read as follows: 8 Jc- Gppra[, 28 -nv-, 29 1. xeadiy v, 33 ] ooy
eccyfper-,
o (2) Metrical position. Dr Janko, art. cit., reconstructs. At 16-18, however, it is clear that or.)ly asingle ff)ot
1s missing before the extant text. Line 15, - ~ éJomA[dk]guoc kA, stands in vertical alignment with 1 16, which
will accordingly be - == ncr{~ &v]aé dvSpd[v (for dvaé dvSpav straddling the cacsura ¢f. IL. 1. 7; rather than
Janko’s ferfo, perhaps -nc 7[e, as there, c.g. Arpeld]ne, Alir]nc); and so on.

3699. PaiLosopHIGAL DIALOGUE
Plates 111, IV

25 3B.55/C(a) fr. (a) 26 X 14 cm Second century

Several fragments, the largest of which, fr. (a), has upper parts of four consecutive
columns; the others may belong to these same columns, and have been tentatively so
assigned, but they defy definitive placement. The text is written in a good-sized, very
round, slightly sloping hand which avails itself of ligatures and shows no thick-thin
contrast. The tail of p descends, but v and ¢ are confined, and o is not diminished or
laterally compressed; w, ¢, and p are similarly full. The hand is not easy to date. Most of
the letter-forms are matched by PSI X 1176, which was written before AD 60, but 3699
gives a distinctly later impression, the leftward curve of the uprights being much less
pronounced. XXX VIII 2829, assigned to the later third or early fourth century, is also
worth comparing, though several of its letters are differently formed. While the
appearance of e and sometimes of A might suggest a later third-century date, I should be
inclined to place 3699 in the second century, and perhaps in the first half.

Most but not all of the punctuation is by a second hand. Speaker-change is
apparently signalled as usual by double point in conjunction with paragraphus, and it
seems that paragraphus also accompanies major stops (fr. (a) ii 11, iv 57); a forked
paragraphus at fr. (b) ii 1. of is given a breathing (of interesting form) at fr. (6) 1 3,
perhaps again at fr. (¢) i 2. The scribe made several running corrections, and there are
interventions by the second hand.

The dialogue is in reported form. Not only the interlocutor’s but also the main
speaker’s utterances are reported in the third person; no formula other than épn is in
evidence, used recurrently for both sides of the exchange in fr. (a) iij; cf. e.g. X. Symp.
There are no names or addresses to be seen. In the short dialectical passage the
interlocutor feeds token responses, elsewhere the main speaker holds forth. The story of
Alcmeon is adduced, a Euripidean diatribe against athletes is directly quoted. The main
speaker may or may not be Socrates; who the narrator may be, there is no sign.

The content is standard protreptic fare. Possessions, glory, beauty, and so forth are
liable to do more harm than good to the draidevroc: they are ‘like a knife to a child’
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(fr. (d) 16-7)—a phrase which recalls the same proverh’s use in similar contextin I'V 666,
a treatise plausibly identified as Aristotle’s Protrepticus and showing notable affinity with
the argumentation here. Whether or not there is direct dependence, our dialogue may
itself belong to the fourth century. Its philosophy is of generic brand, in substance as in
expression; there is no more technical language than depacia (fr. (d) i 12). It does not
read like a Hellenistic diatribe, nor does it betray itself as a product of the Second
Sophistic. If late, it may best be called pseudo-Platonic; but I see nothing that really
stamps it as such. No better than a fragile case for lateness could be built on the
vocabulary (see on fr. (a) ii 13-14 xaxoSawpovilew, fr. () 1 5 dAvciredic, fr. (d) 1 12-13
novmabeiar; likewise with the asyndetic strings at fr. (d) 1 2 and fr. () iv §-5) or on the
insipidity of the argument. Probably the earliest name with a claim to consideration is
Antisthenes, who wrote a Profrepticus and is said to have described dmraiSevroi as évimna
éypnyopdra (fr. 68 Caizzi). The lists of Aristotle’s own works include a mepl madeloc. But
there was no lack of post-Aristotelian ethical and protreptic productions, of which at
least some will have taken dialogue form, and without more determinate clues there
seems small chance of establishing authorship.

fr. (a) col. i
I..
Joveic
Jvrov
Javwv
5 el Jec
Jevne
Jvav,
Jvov

10 ]‘
..o ......

1 ], .,y or 7o suggested 7 ., diminutive, 5? 11 ], [, lower parts of oc?  After o, severe
abrasion 12 ], trace at upper right consistent with v After o, surface abraded, and some oflset or
washed-out ink; perhaps few 13 ]..[, perhaps o 16 Jo, or w 17 ], 97
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fr. (a) col. 1i

1. ovav|
x|, JoAnra|
Lovmoumcaue| ., Jiey
apyuvptovTadwreo|, ]
5 KMEWVWCTAPAKEKD

$[]. crickaroopevoc

xe [.1.1..10. . ropreon,

10eoic-Tnv
..7€. [ Jamoxrewac
10 e [] clLeEVETTL

fv. ... amoxTewar

. €. ovdemom. g

perapereclocaika

rodaiovilewavrov
15 roupawec|

Twvouk|

. ov mouficas €[ve|xey
dpyvplov:  mdAw 7€ 6 [AA]-
rpéwy we maparexo-
bddc Tic Kal oldpevoc
xepldelic]foi T4 70 Ta-
7pt 1) Toic] Beoic Ty
unTép[a] dmoxreivac
oL reper ém
fv . . amokTeivas,
4 \ 14
Uerepov 8¢ mowjcac
perapéreclar kal ka-
kodapovilew adTov

\ Id
kal paivec]fat
Twv ovk|

fr. (6) col. i col. ii

et Jed Dl gl e [lal

lew[. . Juke >§6fo[
Jerodvovvedn Ti7[
1poxOnpocectw:

Jvoukaduvcire

1.¢

S o s o8 oo
(&2 BN e N &7}

(o2& ]

(5]

fr. (a) ii. Since 1 stands opposite the second line of col. i, which has column top, probably only one line is
lost from the top of this column 1 ]., horizontal as of , 7, coming in to top of o 3 ., apparent
vertical, thick at top and bending strongly to left at foot, an uncharacteristically formed p? ], or
X 4 [.1[..]notexcluded 6 [].,arc withrunink, wacceptable 7 After g, upright ] [,
upper right speck  After §, at suggested? At end, lower parts of wa? 9 .., specks consistent with
wn [, descender 10 At beginning, traces on broken fibres, « suggested, then letter tops only: upright,
tight arc, upright ], ,, traces on broken surface, variously assignable: angle at upper right (#?), suggestions
ofarc as of o, third perhaps 11 After p, most of surface gone, first more suitable for p than ¢, then foot of
upright, then damage and substantial but not readily identifiable traces {ai, v possiblc?) beforea At end,
high stop possibly lost

fr. (b)ix ].,x? Aory [,suggestion of upright as of ¢ 2 [, .], space suitable c.g. for [no],
[ato] 3 ov, what I have transcribed as a breathing has a complete loop at the right-hand end
6 1., upper loop, p or (better?) g?
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fr. (¢) col. 1

o[ INl

Joved, ofrocal}[ ol &by 6 Bloc aA[vcire-
1AnckaiBraBepocect| Anc kai BAaBepdc écr[i(v),
1.[.. ). varidvarede[ ¢ v col. ii é[re]ivewe 7{ Avcrredel ¥-

. V4 é /
5 ]...xew'n. wovreTov Tdpxew; — 116y e Tov

I T o T,

¢.7 ] .vroctal] «[

fr. (a) col. iii
. . . . . dAvcire-]
AnckayBraBepocof, Anc kat BraBepdc 6 Bi-
ocecTw advciTednc oc éctiv; — dAvaTehjc
pevovvedn’ovkovy pév odv €dny. — odkoiv
edmmavrocrovama édn mavroc Tob dmat-

5  devrovpoy, npoco devrov poxlnpoc &
Brockargumpaeiceice Bioc kai al mpdéewc eiciv,
.povikar, [, Je.y [v] % of; — wai . [..] &bm.
Tiavovvedn[ . ]. 1rou — 7{ dv odv &by [7]d¢ ToL-

aj'rwl.[[d:ﬂ/\vcc'r[, o, obrwidvar[ed], | ..

10 yotkavyapewcabevric xot; kal yap € kal’ év ric,

epnlnr.  [LIA 1) . én, It LA []. e

fr. (c) i 1 ]., perhaps =, otherwise two letters. Below, trace of a tight arc, missing below, perhaps of a

breathing on 2 ovformed asin fr. (6) i3 4 .[,topofarcasofe,0,c  ].,footofupright  [[¢], c crossed
through, damaged trace above consistent with . 5 1...,letter tops consistent withmap ~ Aftery, traces
on damaged surface consistent inter alia with § 6 1....[, letter tops, first two perhaps va ], ., first

perhaps £ or e (re?), second upper left of A, »»  After v, very heavy and thick, perhaps in correction or
canccllation, ¢? 7], ., w0

fr. (¢)ii 1 [, see comm. on fr. (d) i 13f.

fr. (a) iii. Four or five lines are lost from the top of the column. 7 At beginning, traces consistent
with v with cancel-dot above [, apparent upright bent to left at foot, and another trace at foot to right,
veryclose  Between e and 7, ascender 9 alightly crossed through and dotted above ], , ., . , upper
curve as of e or o, specks of feet, horizontal (letter top or €), some of surface lost at end 11 Aftert, curveas
of e or (better?) o, top of upright  After ), apparent upright 1., perhaps p At end, trace possibly
belonging to extended tail of «
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fr. (d) col. i

e

... |dofapwunkadioc ... ] 86éa pdun kdAdoc
... ) Tavrayeeib;, Teu ....JaTol7d ye, el oy, Ter
... advciredy, e 1., dAvcireds) écrw
5 Twi], Jo[. Jovrwicyedov 7 [7]o[t]odTwe cyedov
yopwerepmal, | Jpa yap demep waidi] pa-
. wpayewerar, 7., Sev x]atpa yelverar gmraided-
. Jowvbpwrw[lrev T]wt avbpdmw(i] Tov
... Jovrwrriyppua Tol]odTwy Ti. XpYpd-
1o .. ]pevyapvmapéar Twv] pév yap dmapédv-
. Jwvadopunvexew T]wv ddopuny éxew
) ]maxpacza‘exgc_ 0 7]9t drpaciow elc $dy-
1. Guackalindn. vBl. .Jc  mlabiac ka[i] #8n (*xai p[a]Mo(v) ") xdBov]c
. Jayywwawcacka[ . ], . .o x]ai yvvaikac xa[l] ¢Adoe-
fr. (a) col. iv
raupapnery. | [ was popnc Thc | [
pevncevyewol| pévic évyewolué-
vye-Puaoe, . [ vic, Blator fpac|eic
oo [ puploxivduvor d-

4]

vopouk, [ vojioL. K, [ Be
Buwrev, [ BLw'feW‘l‘i[
cw dexodew |
cwackovew|

me, |
m. [

fr.(d)ig ].,a? supralin. g, oro, a? ¢, curving to left at top, papyrus lost at upper right, then
upper and lower traces in damaged context suggesting perhaps ¢, or g, could be 4 },..., lower parts
of Pec, then traces in damaged context suggesting w  After g, specks around letter-top level 10 €in
correction 12 At end, traces difficult to assign, first perhaps o7 or 7, hole, stroke coming in to foot of
sloping upright as of v, further specks, e.g. avr[, ], Avr{], du> 13 ].,0,A? @, e not excluded but less
good  supralin., pfa]A6 poss. [], scarcely room even for «  First 4 in correction?  Before v, 8,
«? 14 Before oi, A suggested, [1]adX acceptable

fr. (a) iv. Probably g or 10 lines are lost from the top of the column 1 ., [, curved foot consistent
with ¢, rising oblique as of A 3 ., .a. [, tops only, first probably 8 or o, sccond probably 8 or (better?) p,
fourth probably o or ¢ 4 [, tight arc at left, trace of possible ascender above 5 [, descending

oblique as of a, A 6 .. [, feet consistent with ac 8 [, unassignable traces on damaged surface
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fr. (d) col. ii

> ] Ka.
> [kwv yap ovrwv Qupt
> wy [kal EAdada o]vl[ev
[ > Jecau®[iov €]crw ably
5 > 7[wv ye]vovc ot mpw
> 7ov owkew [o]ure palv
Bavovcw ev our av [Sv

vawTo mwe yap [ocTic

Aoc vnduoc 0 y[r7y

10

>

>

> ect avyp yva[fov Te Sov
>

>

pevoc iry[cart av

fr. (@) i 4 7ep)mvin?

fr. (@) ii.. *. ... for the sake of money; and again when Alcmeon like a crazed man and thinking he’d be doing
either hisfather or the gods a favour killed his mother, at the time(?) he was in a passion (?) to do the killing, but
later he regretted doing it and reckoned himself ill-starred, and went mad . . .’

2 Not diafoldjy; e.g. [19v of]clalv] SMp? Then if the trace at the basc of the first letter of 1. gisa
paragraphus rather than part of the letter itself, ¢[vdcra]lrov (Rea) may be possible.

3-4 €[velxer] dpyvpiov. If an exemplum (see next n.), conceivably Eriphyle (cf. Od. 15. 247, Hor. Od. 3.
16. 12£. domus ob lucrum | demersa exitio, Hyg. fab. 73 doni cupida), though the necklace was actually of gold (Od. 11.
327).

41, wdhw 7e: the latter of a pair of exempla? It is not clear precisely what the story is meant to show:
apparently something to the effect that the drafSevroc (fr. (a) iii 4-5), i.c. (?) someone who fails to control his
émbupiar (10-11, cf. drpacia at fr. (d) i 12), does not have a good (happy?) life. The conclusion drawn seems
to be thatifa person’s life is bad it is also unprofitable and harmful, see on fr. (4) i 3-5 below. The context may
be distinguished from that of e.g. PI. Grg. 470fL,, where the example chosen, Archelaus, is of somcone
apparently ed8afucwv (cf. Arist. SE 1 73726 roic 8¢ moddoic dSofov 6 Paciréa py evdarpoveiy, adduced by Dodds ad
loc.), and the point here is probably less subtle: tragedy is liable to strike even (or especially) people of great
wealth and power. Cf. Isoc. ad Nic. § émeiddv . . . pdce Todc pév B’ v frciera xpiv SiepBapuévoue, Tode 8 elc rode
olxetordrovc ¢apapreiv Tvayracpévouc [such as Alemeon] . .., #ddw érwcoiv LAy fyobvrai Avceredeiv pdAdov 3
peTd Towbrwy copdopiv dmdcne ric Aclac Bacidedew. Alemeon is more summarily adduced at [PL] Ale. I 145 ¢
10, in tandem with Orestes (Orestes can hardly be the preceding exemplum here, in view of é[ve]xev dpyvpiov); cf.
Arist. EN 1110028 (Euripides’), Rh. 13973 (Theodectes’).

Alcmeon committed his matricide in obedience to his father’s injunction (so Hyg. fab. 73, DS 4. 65. 7; L.
Alemeon) or in obedience to an oracle of Apollo (so Apollod. 3. 7. 5). If 7-8 are rightly restored, our author was
evidently familiar with both versions.

7 xaplclelic]fos. xapli]L[ec]fas could alternatively be read, but seems slightly less well suited to the space.
The phrasing closely matches Th. 8. 65. 2 (on the murder of Androcles) oldpevor 763 Adcifuddy . . . xapreiclar.

1of. How to restore? repev could be read in 10, but this seems to lead nowhere. More promising is uév:
a phrase in parallel with 12 ficrepov 88 rére pév, I should suppose, though it may have been rather wore pev that
was written (|7 perhaps not quite excluded, but 1w is suggested). If this is so far right, at the beginning of . 10
we could look for a main verb to govern both the 7ére pév and the derepov 8¢ clauses (despite the apparent
paragraphus—which is not a trema on the v of fcrepov—at 11/12) and in 10-11 try émibupeiv or émbuudv. But
thisis problematic, (i) I can suggest no suitable verb at 10 inif. The first letter appears to be «; and while e or at
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would be possible dircctly before rore, there seems then to be room for only one letter intervening. yaipe: would
be very forced. (ii) émfy- is apparently émbup- rather than éri fuciow vel sim., and 1 cannot positively exclude
any of émbupedv, émbupdv, émbovpijcar, émbuvpiar, but I find no reading entirely free from objection. Against
émbopeiv or émbupdv is the somewhat anomalous form of the putative »; but I find no more satisfactory
rcading.

13-14 kaxoSaipovilew adrdv. avrov is written with no breathing, and adrdév may be intended, but adrév is
surcly requisite.
cognales are no part of Aristotle’s or Plato’s regular vocabulary; but X. Mem. 1. 6. 3 has véuile caroSaipoviac
8i8dcaloc efvar (Antiphon to Socrates in an anccdote concerning eddawpovia), and xarxodarpovilew is casily
formed, especially if the context is a discussion of eddawnovia. Lack of control over émfupie: an impediment to
edSayuovia?

Placement of fir. (b) and (c). I cannot verify on physical grounds the lateral placement of fir. (4) and (€)
is certainly acceptable. The vertical position of fr. (6) cannot be fixed, but if fr. (d) is correctly ranged with fr.
(a) ili-iv it can stand at no great distance beneath fr. (a), and there may be no line lost between fr. (a) ii 16 and
fr. (b) i 1. Fr. (¢) has column foot, as has fr. (d); and that the two surviving line-beginnings of fr. (¢) ii belong
with the last two lines of fr. () ii is to a degree confirmed by fibre correspondence. If frr. (4), (¢), and (d) are
rightly identified as belonging to the lower parts of cols. ii-iv of fr. (a) as suggested, at least three lines arc lost
between fr. (b) and fr. {¢), and if fr. (4) ii g and fr. (d) i 1 are consecutive lines, as fibre correspondence between
the two fragments perhaps suggests, the number of lines lost between fr. (b) and fr. (¢) will be about four.

fr. (b) i.“*“. .. So the man whose life(?) is bad,” he said, “isn’t his life(?) unprofitable (and harmful)? .. >

1-3 1If the suggested placement is right, this will be the end of the Alemeon exemplum. (-)eiv[ar o]dx
¢[ ¢. 5 Jero, with Alcmeon as subject?

3 {L. I supposc something on the lines of of odv &by | [é Bloc] poxfnpde éerw, | [éxelvo]v ot dAvcire|[Mjc kal
BhaBepdc 6] Bil[oc écriv; if that is not intolerably jejune. Cf. fr. (¢) i 2-4 and fr. {a) iii 1-6.

5 dAvaredjc occurs just once in Plato, once in Isocrates, two or three times in Aristotle; their normal usage
in such contexts as this is not (&) Avcired- but (dv)wed-; but of. lvairedeiv at Isoc. ad Nic. 5 (cited on fr. (a) ii 4 {F.
above). Nor does the use of poxfnpdc and BAaBepdc seem quite characteristic.

fr. (¢) i. **“. . . The man whose life is unprofitable and harmful,” he said, “what posscssion profits him?”
“Morc plcasant ...’

4-5 7l. .. drdpyew. CL {r. (a) iii 9-10 below. I translate ‘what possession’, but the reference is not just to
material possessions, cf. fr. (d) i 2 fT. below.

5-7 §8uv e Tob | [Blo]v ddv[ci]redodc kali| BAafepod t]owodroc 1o would fit, but I can do nothing with it.
Perhaps cf. the point made by Antiphon to Socrates ap. X. Mem. 1. 6, kal piy xpripard ye od AapBdveic, & . . .
eAevBepihrepdy Te Kail Ndiov mowel L.

fr. (c) ii. Scc on fr. (d) i 13-14 below.

fr. {a) iii. <. . . his lifc is unprofitable and harmful?” “Unprofitable, certainly”, he said. “So then,” he
said, “cvery uncducated person’s life is bad, and his actions, or not?” “Yes indeed(?)”, he said. “So what
possession would profit such a person?” he said. “For if one were to seck(?) . . . individually . . .

2 ... é&crlv; I punctuate as a question on the strength of the response and the continuation,

3 ‘Assentient’ pév odv, Denniston, Gr. Part.? 476 (pév odviii(a)), where described as ‘practically confined’
to Plato.

4-%5 mwavroc Tob draidedrov. CE. fr. (d) i 7-8. For the insistence on waela cf. esp. Arist. Protrept. frr. 2, 4
Diiring (éav 3} memaidevpéyn sc. 7 Yox; dradevcla 8¢ per’ éfouclac dvorav sc. rikre), Pl Grg. 470 E; more
remotely P. Flor. IT 113, a Cynic(?) diatribe, and P. Flor. I1 115 verso 1. 2-9.

6-7 It looks as if the copyist wrote ewcilv, and the corrector adjusted the syllabification.

7 Between al and &y Ishould have expected pdAa, but thatis not to beread if the trace to the immediate
right of the foot of the first stroke is taken account of. But nor does there scem any suitable alternative. 1If we
discount the trace in question, p[d¢A*] might be acceptable (not p[dAe]: too tight).

9-10 Theremains do not seem compatible with Aveer[ed]éc (or -etav) €yor, and better than Aveer[eA]ody €l
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éxou might be Avar[ed]éc vr[d]plxoi. [a]p is cramped and a must have been written unusually small, but at
line end that is acceptable.

11 {y70{[n) would make a good reading. Mjual{a (e.g.) would make a better fit than Mj[u]uel[ra for
what follows: dj{udpe[re, or something clse altogether?

beneath fr. (a) iii 11.

Placecment of fr. (d). The proposed lateral placement of this fragment (fr. (d) i-ii = fr. (a) iii-iv) is
consistent with the fibres on the back. I cannot firmly establish its relation with fr. (§), but it may be that
fr. (b) ii 1 and fr. {d) i 1 are consecutive lines, in which case there will have been five or more lines between
fr. (a) iii 11 and fr. (d) i 1. An alternative, namely to join fr. (a) iii and fr. (<) i so as to read {yro{[7],
xelilnal[ra] 86fa pdun kdAdoc in fr. (@) iii 11 (=1r. (d) 1 1) —fr. (d) i 2, was tried, but no satisfactory result
was achieved. )

fr. (d) i. “. . . reputation, strength, beauty, . . . are unprofitable for such a person. Any of such things to an
uncducated person is ‘like a knife to a child’. When there are material possessions he has the starting-point for
lack of self-control, leading to fancy living and gaming and women and other kinds of . . .’

2 86¢a pdum kdAdoc. In view of what follows, as well as such lists elsewhere, preceded perhaps by mAotroc
or xprjpare? No distinction is here made between bodily goods and external goods; the implicit distinction is
mecrely between those on the one hand and goods of the soul (zel sim.) on the other. Similarly Arist. Protrept. (frr.
2-4 Diiring), and cf. c.g. PL. Men. 87£-94, Grg. 451 &, Arist. EN 1. 3. 3 (1094P17). pdun, picked up in fr. (a) iv,
is more Platonic than Aristotelian.

3 mdvr]a would fit at the beginning. I have no suggestion for 3-4; a correct guess could probably be
verified.

6-7 dcmep ma[i8l] pd[xlacpa. Cf. esp. Arist. Protrept. fr. 4 Diiring 76 yap “us) maidi pdyarpar” 7obr’ Eeri 76
1) Toic daddowc Ty éfovciav yxerpilew (IV 666 155-60, om. Stob. [Ar. fr. 57 Rose]). The context is the same
but the application of the proverb in the papyrus is slightly different inasmuch as it is not restricted to power.
Tamblichus’ formulation, xai émicdadéc xai Spotor pawouévew Sodvar maudl pdyatpar ral poxfnpd Stvauw
{Protrept. 9. 8), accords in this respect with Aristotle; similarly Plu. ap. Stob. Flor. 43. 136, in direct reference to
the proverb, w7 waidi mAobrov pydé dvdpl dmadedrw Suvdcreiav; and Ath. 5. 214A quotes the proverb in
incohcrent reference to rd Apicrorédovc kal Ocoppderov Séypara. The proverb is glossed at Corp. Paroem. Gr. i
276 pi roic dmelporc éyyerpeiv (leg. éyxerpilew?) peydra mpdypara, ph mwc kal® éavrdv xpicwvray of. Call. fr. 75.
9. That our text is dependent on Aristotle’s seems to me doubtful.

off. The infinitive is without a construction; did it come later in the sentence?

12-14 r]ft depacioe. I see nosignificant correlation with Aristotle’s treatment of dxpacia (as distinct from
dxodacia) in EN 7 or elsewhere.

7dv[m]eflac (= dvmabelac) is not a certain reading but is I think in little real doubt. §Svrdfeta, like
néumaleiv, occurs in Xenophon but not in Plato or extant Aristotle (edmdfeia Pl. R. 404D g), nor in
Demosthenes or Lysias. The most pertinent doxographical testimony concerns Aristippus, for whom
ed8arpovia depended on jdvrdfeia, which was the 7édoc oflife (Ath. 12. 544 A). Our dialogue could accordingly
be anti-Cyrenaic, but I would not suppose it has so specific a target.

wa[i] %87, It looks asif the iota was cannibalized to become the left hasta of the first eta; and this eta scems
to have been crossed out at least in part, so that xai 8 is perhaps the text intended. The supralincation
apparently offers xai udMov, as a v.L.? Not pdpov or pélnw.

wffov]c. For this application cf. Lys. 16. 11 16w vewrépwv Scot mept riBouc 7 mérouc 4 {mepi} rdc roradrac
drodaciac Tvyxdvova Téc Suarpifldc motodperor, and very similar phrases (Lysias-derived?) in Theopompus ap.
Ath. 12. 5274, 532D (FGrHist 115 F 49, 249).

13-14 Fr. (¢) ii may provide the beginnings of these two lines. Fr. (¢) ii 1 looks more like = than mr, with the
upper bar cxtending well to the Jeft of the one remaining hasta, but  is probably acceptable.

fr. (@) iv 1 There is no room for anything lengthier than gdunc vic A[edey]|uévne, which itsclf scems a bit
on the long side. Dr Rea suggests A[eyo]|uévnc ‘so-called’ (contemptuous).

3-5 The restoration should perhaps not be regarded as certain. For the string without connectives cf.
88éa pun kdMoc at fr. (d) i 2.

8 Ebpi}im[- unverifiable.
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fr. (4) ii. Euripides fr. 282 N2, variously represented in a number of sources, principally Ath. 10. 413¢ (in
full) and Gal. i 23-5 Kiihn (piecemeal extracts), mutually independent. The starting-point of the quotation in
the papyrus was probably xaxdv, fr. 282 inif. Given its context in the dialogue it must have continued at least as
far as v. 9, and probably beyond. The marginal diplae, which were added by the second hand, mark the
quotation, cf. e.g. 111 405.

5-6 mpdTov oixeiv with Galen: mpdra pév {fv Ath. Galen also presents o8¢ . . . érav for otire . . . otire (but
this post-Galenic corruption?).

fr. (¢)
1. Sradel
1 ]., loop on the line as of e 2 Letter tops, perhaps J:deBov[, above ) a tiny dot, casual?
3700. MivE
Plate 11
21 3B.29/D(13-14)b 8x18cm First century

The right-hand part of a single column, full height preserved, written in an
informal hand similar to PSI X 1176 (Norsa, Scritt. leit., tav. 11), which has a terminus ante
of ap 59-60; cf. BGU III 1002 (55 BC), P. Mert. I 12 (ap 58). 3700 is given a reasonably
secure ferminus ante by the writing on the back: several sets of documentary phrases,
doodling or draft, among them a date clause of Ap 48-9. A transcription is offered below,
after the commentary on the mime. The writing on the back is less well controlled than
that on the front, but seems to be by the same hand. 3700 may thus be dated fairly firmly
towards the middle of the first century.

The textis clearly dramatic, or atleast quasi-dramatic, and equally clearly does not
belong to any of the classic genres. It is metrical in part: some of the lines, so far as can be
seen, impeccable iambic trimeters (unless trochaic tetrameters, cf. I11 413, the Charition
mime, 98-106), others apparently prose, but with a discernible tendency to iambic
rhythm. If there is any correlation between the use of metre and the distribution of parts
I cannot trace it. It is possible that the first two lines, which are at column-top, in fact
give us the piece’s opening: a high-flown pair of verses referring to Heracles in servitude
to Omphale. Action and dialogue follow.

In Il 5 and 7 we apparently have a nota personae: erep” clear in 7, presumably
érep(oc) or érép(a) (a variant of the ‘algebraic’ system, 4 B etc.?) but conceivably for
éraip(a) or éraip(oc). Change of speaker within the line is apparently indicated not by
double point but by a pair of short strokes curving towards each other at the centre
(represented = in the transcript). The same sign occurs in the Charition mime, but not
with this function.

The action cannot be reconstructed with any certainty. It appears that 4 is paid a
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visit (3-4) by B, A’s ‘once glorious friend’ (8), but B is not recognized (5-6?) and not
welcomed (9-12?); he asks for a goodbye kiss (13), which is given (14?), but still protests
his rejection (15-167); his poverty is adduced by 4 (19, in an address to the audience?)
with reference to the kiss, and by B himself (22). But this leaves much obscure, and it is
not certain that there are only two parties to the dialogue. If Heracles is one of the
characters, he may be the visitor rather than (as in Ar. Ra.) the houscholder:
unrecognized in his present guise, acknowledging his degradation in referring to his
erstwhile glory, wanting a kiss in his ‘drag’ character. But this is far from compelling; it
does not account for the harking on poverty in 19 and 22, and leaves difficulty with the
nota personae. The reference to Heracles may be no more than an allusion, as at Ter. Eun.
1027f. or Ach. Tat. 2. 6.

The text appears to be more in the nature of a fair copy than a draft, but this may
well be a contemporary and local composition. Its apparent corruptions may be merely
phonetic.

On the mime in Egypt see G. Manteuffel, De opusculis graecis Aegypli e papyris ostracis
lapidibusque collectis, ch. 3, A. Swiderek, Fos 47 (1954) 63-74. Material is collected and
discussed in H. Wiemken, Der griechische Mimus (1972).

I am greatly indebted to Mr Parsons and Dr Rea for help with the interpretation of
this text.

1. enpardeavikndopor | 1. ¢ ‘HpaxAéa vikygddpov
lopdarncinivwirarpw [ ] ’Ouddrnc 04Avy Adrpw
Jrpvbvpav [ Jrov 8dpav.
|8aibadawerwafrencw | ] 8dtda daive. riva BAémw;
5 |ere, ovkoacyua, . ep| 1 ETE (). odx oidacyua, , €p[
Jvbedet= karapabaxp, [ Jv 8éler. — kardual’ axp, |
Jue= erel ayvow [ Jpe. — ETEP(). dyvod.
Jcomore[[, JAapmpoccovdid[ Jc & moTe Aapmpde cov diA[oc
1. nrawcfvpaicobermapes| 1. p7rawc Obpaic fev maper|
10 Jeyoun, afncvBpwral, [ Jeyw pn AdByc SBpw Tada|
JmaAwomovpoy, | [ Jewc, 1o, [ Jmadw émov poe, | [, Jetc e1dov|
Jarovcovpotewapndarye | Jaxoucdv pot elva pui) paviic
1 ],,ontheedge, speck at letter-top level, 5, v? 3 Jr,ory 5 ere,, cursive, erec?, followed by
supralineation (x?), differentfrom7 |, cer perhaps possible, though cramped 6 [, medial trace on
edge suggesting a, € 7 erel cursive 9 ]., tip of stroke coming in to 5 near top 10 v, or
A2 lowerleft trace suitablefor A | [, low speck 11 [, rising oblique as of A, u, v, m, 7, x, speck on

theline  After ¢, perhaps lower part of ¢, but anomalously flat | [, foot of curving upright bent to right, »?
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]. ocuorpidnuaral], yerawe [

Jvexkmodwy = Bovv [
15 |, copmabnuyriporeyeic [

leAnbncoravarerfw [

186c pov pidqpa kafl] dyeiawe
v éxmoddv. — i8odb. .
lacvpmaly pi i pou Aéyerc;
leAnbnc drav améAbw

1. Aevcar [ JvAedear.
|

]. avdpecibaprocTwvduo 1. dvdpec, dapoc Tav 8o

Jemrwyocwvderewdeder | J¢ mrwyoc v pereiv Béder

20 |rncoumepotdacmpocuevvy | )¢ oimep oldac mpdc pe viv

[

1. q,como)\/\awpoc*rauv'aﬂ/\')e/f ]. c pot modda mpoc radTa 7i Aéye[

3 I > \ I DY 4
]. wocecTweywdyumevnc | ]. woc écriv, éyw & it wévnc

]. wemapatamavyuaovunl,
Jreveadradovrevcwerew|

i maparamavyua ov pn) L, [

]reve, dAda SovAetcw éxew|

13 ].,suggestion of trace at lower left of o 14 = written over washed-outink 15 |.,backof

a suggested 17 ].,co0rv 18 ],, washed-out §, ? 19 A corr. from pv? 21 ], qor
v 22 |., tip of mid-line stroke, € 23 ], upper extremity of «* [, tall upright, 3 or .
24 g ord

12 1 dva 13 L dyilawe 18 L lrapdc 19 L. diAeiv 22 L elpl

1-2 Elevated, perhaps mock-tragic, conceivably borrowed from a comic or satyric source; vixygdpov
pointedly ironic, 84wy probably implying transvestism (cf. e.g. Ov. Fast. 2. 303-58, Luc. Hist. Conscr. 10). We
expect a besotted lover willing or cager to abase himself, and perhaps an imperious female. We find SovAedcw
ecelv[n(?) at 24 and ?8o]pAedcar at 17, but little elsc that conforms without forcing.

3f. 3 spoken by either the visitor (e.g. kdwpev] mjv @dpav) or the houscholder (e.g. ric &’ S kdpac] 7. 6.5),
4 by the houscholder, perhaps disturbed from sleep.

5 The form of the nota personae, if such it be, is virtually identical with that in 7 as far as eve, butis ended
differently. It seems most natural to suppose that the reference is the same; the alternative is that the
termination differentiates, like Tweedledum and Tweedledee.

obr oldd ¢ would match 7 dyvod, but odx ofdac jude; (for ofdac cf. 20) is tempting: the visitor is not
recognized (whether sincerely or affectedly), and has to identify himsclf (8). If this is right, and the preceding
ere, () is rightly taken as a nota personae, the visitor can hardly be Heracles (unless we take the nota as designating
the second actor); if Heracles is the householder, who is his ‘once glorious friend’? jjudc indicating more than
one visitor, or paratragic? If udc, perhaps érep[ follows, though there is little room for ce and 7 is small and
anomalous; if érep[, apparently text rather than nofa.

6 o3 Bérer? éXei, c.g. T0)50" éhei, not formally excluded.

axp, [. Perhaps drpe[iBic, -Bécrepov, L. dxpi-.

9 - (2 med.-pass.) Taic §opaic S0ev mdper?

1o Somcthing on the lines of ‘Go back where you come from, A]éyw, lest you get a beating, rdda[v'?
Jeyw may rather be Jedw, 0]éAw?

11 pouye[d]ewc, poe M[ylec are among the possibilities. What follows looks anomalous: rather than €i800
1. 800, perhaps #oé preceded by speaker-change sign; or something clse altogether.

12 d7]drovcdy pot?

pou eiva: hiatus similarly in 13 and 24, cf. 11 219. e for short ¢, again 13 $ysiowe, 19 perdeiv.

13 ‘Give me a kiss and goodbye.” The temptation to add pot at the end for the sake of the rhythm should
probably be resisted, cf. 16, 17.
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14 o. Cf. o. Otherwisc 5. ‘Ugh!’? “Wow!"?
15 ‘(PHow can you show yourself so) heartless (dcuuma07)? Won’t you say something to me?’

17 So]yAedicar, cf. 24, or folvAebear?
18 dvdpec: to the audience?
7w 8do (unless 7 av): cf. 22 (where e.g. mAoderoc dx]eivoc)?

21 Ae"ye (TL'; )\E"ye), /\e"yc[tc, ctc.
22 Cf. on 18 above. The speaker is presumably the mrwyde of 19, who in turn is presumably the speaker of

13: the visitor.
23 moMd]xic mapd Tamdvypa 1. Samdvyua? For 8/ confusion cf. 18 Sapdc (if rightly recognized). Or

*mapadamdryua, a side expense?

Back. Upside-down in relation to the mime-text, variously spaced, is:
érov]¢ évarov TiBepiov Kdavdiov K[alcapoc Cefacrot Ieppavirod
Pad]Tox [
7] porexipicuéve vmo Awplwvoc [
mp Jokexipicpévey [
Je Béwvoc ITépcnc Tic émy[ovijc

5
| [
Oé)wvoc ITépcc Tic émvyoviic év dyveld [
apyvpiov Cefacto]d kal ITrodepaixod vou[iclparoc [
] érovc évdgrov Tifeplov Khavd[iov
10 ] Kaicapoc CeBact[od [Neppavicod. [
érovc évarov] TiBeplov Khavdiov Kaicap[o]c [
CeBacroi epp]avirod. [
3, 4 L mpoxexetpicpévy 7 L dyuid

‘The same way up as the mime text, in addition to some fainter remains at the left, is:
Happévove Iapadicov [Pérovc évdrov Tifepiov KravSiov

Kaicapoc Cefactod I'eppu[avicod
15 [ Jor™

13

13 L ITapadeicov

13 This is the earliest mention of the amphodon Pammenes’ Garden.
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3701. MATERIA MEDICA
20 3B.34/H(7-8)b 10%18.5cm First century

A collection of pharmacological extracts, congeneric with Dioscorides’ De materia
medica. The fragment has remains of two columns, written in a documentary hand
belonging perhaps to the latter halfof the first century; the back is blank. Materials listed
are animal and mineral as well as vegetable; properties (Swvdueic) and method of
preparation (cxevacia) are given. The principles of arrangement are not clear: perhaps
partly by material, partly by function; not alphabetical. Once an authority is cited:
Apollodorus, with reference to perdvfiov (i 23).

A work such as this, however derivative, will have laid claim to discrete identity, i.e.
will have had an author. It is not Dioscorides, though there is a certain amount in
common. An Asclepiad of some repute who might be thought of was Sextius Niger, one
of Dioscorides’ immediate predecessors (Dsc. praef. 2 [i 1. 16 Wellmann] = Niger test. 2
Wellmann [ Dioscoridis de mat. med. libri quinque iii 146-8]) who was read and admired by
Galen (Simpl. vi prohoem. [xi 794 Kithn] = Niger test. 4 Wellmann). The papyrus text
has various points of contact with both Dioscorides’” De materia medica and Pliny’s Natural
History, and cases of congruence between those two works are held to indicate derivation
from Niger (Wellmann, Hermes 24 (1889), 530-69, cf. ibid. 59 (1924), 130). Cf. P. Ross.
Georg. I 19. But there is little real correspondence, and a discrepancy of nomenclature:
Xevkoypapic pap. (i 10), Aifloc udpoxfoc Dioscorides and Pliny. Besides, pharmacologica
tend to have complex interrelations, and such compilations were put out by many. (On
attribution, moreover, Gal. Libr. Propr. makes instructive reading.) PSIs.n. (Pack?® 2388,
iii AD) consists of entries abridged in relation to Dioscorides but each assigned to an
authority (see Marie-Hélene Marganne, Inventaire analytique des papyrus grees de médecine
(Geneva 1981), no. 157); the case of P. Ant. III 123 (vi AD) is comparable.

Medical papyri have recently been catalogued by Marganne, op. cit. A noteworthy
new accession is F. Harrauer and P. J. Sijpesteijn, Medizinische Rezepte und Verwandtes
(Vienna 1981); and Dr John Scarborough, to whom I'am greatly indebted for extensive
comments on this text, draws attention to the wealth of pharmacological material in the
magical papyri, omitted by Marganne.

No punctuation, except paragraphus between entries. The scribe corrected some
copying errors calamo currente.
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col. 1

Jove. . . vecw

Ira xpnlc]uede
kat|gmAdcpara kol

1. vope, Kar

... oc perd pup-

lca kal kargmda-

(&3]

xpmcip]edet 8é xal Toic
m]oTilopévn
lun éviepéry
1o 1.. . tyyouc pe-
] xal kedadadyobc
1. yap moiel peyda
v pAeypardidn
]dén: mheiw 8¢ wewo-
15 &)6n Kol Spapa
] pédava. (vac.)
1. mic P8aTddy (vac.)
Jrov pila dpAeypardrdy dv w”
i]ad xoA@d pera xvy-
20 ]yadkod gvfoc Ppreypua-
]. kai xoAddn dudore-
€]datov péAi xodddy (vac.)
]y AmoAdoddipov perdvli o’ (v)
]. éxet dvocua kal d-
25 1 émicomotvra
| Sraxet Ta my-
lasfpwy Oep-
lerai 8¢ kaba-
1.t (vac.)
30 lo..vval. 1.
Je
1.

14 L mwo-

1 L rpiBew

col. ii
Tov Tpeifew w|c
elr’ év pAiwe Enpla
4 A) ~
mdAw kal xpd | |

LK@V, [

yic Copdac ¢ [

wic Ty Stvau[v CKEV-
aclav el mapag[Anclav T

*Eperpud[[¢]8e xai | [
pa kai xpnciuw[Tépa
Aevioypagic 8 [vauw Eyet a-
P $[vauw éx p
Adccet kal mAnp[of kotddpaTa
pata pero cTiif[ewc
A »
cradayuoc dvfov{c
A > M ~ 1
Ta abra TdL avle|.
moAAdDL évepyect|ep-
cukijc kAddn Svv[apw éxer
b / \
amoxablaipel pe[ra
s A 4 /7
clac kat cTipewc | ckevdLe-
TaL 8¢ ovTwer Aaf. [
kpddac Tac mapady[
4 A4 4
Tarac kal éladpw[rdTac Ka-
Taxavcac Tpeife v
xéwv kal wapamdcc[wy
70 BédTicTov éwc [
cmrodoedéc kal a., [ mAe-
4 k] ’
ovaxic avamAdeag | |
xoAj{c} cxopmiov BalAacciov
Svvaui[c]v Exer arm|
4 3 ~ \ kd
pet Tac Te ayAbc kai [ axa~
Bapciac kal Tac opA[ac
caprwdn xal ToA[
€kxpicy motelTal

16 1. kpddn 22 L rpiBe
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]. 8¢ kal 1 700 kadw[vipov
.. Jyme Badacciac [
35 mapleminciwe 8¢ mp|

. 7]payela icyvp[afo[répa
o Jy 7 mépdukoc af

1T LI

col.i1 Ifthe context gave sufficient encouragement, dAdece or dvcc might be read, but cither reading
would force the traces.

5f. perd wil[xovoc, -kwviov. Opium poppy(-juice). Cf. Gazza, deg. 36 (1956), 88f.

6f. kargma: part of xaramAdecw or cognate, I should suppose, but Dr Scarborough suggests part of
karamiarivew (Gal. ii. 298 Kihn).

9 énepévn: of an enema?

10 €]fdelyyoic L. {€)iAiyyorc (Rea)?

12 ofrw]c?

14 mAelw B¢ mwvol[pévy xpdvov?

17 (xaAkod) A]emic, ‘flake’ of copper, would comport well with xaAxod dvfoc in 20, cf. Dsc. 5. 77-8, where
they are successive entries. S8arddy: perhaps cf. Dsc. 5. 78. 1, on the properties of Aenlc, mvopévy 8¢ perd
pedikpdTov Ddwp dyer.

18 $ila. Dr Scarborough suggests that this refers to the ‘root’ of an ailment.

18f. dvw, dvw|[Suv-?

1gf. 1 had supposcd perd xvij|[kov, -Kivov, as the ingredient of a potion or other preparation, but Dr
Scarborough suggests svy|[pdrwv, scrapings’ of cupric sulphate (20 xaAxod dvfoc); he gives the references
PGM xii 195, 199, Dsc. 3. 80, Plin. NH 34. 123.

23 Apollodorus: presumably the iobolologist, PW 6q (iii Bc). Several applications of peAdvfiov (nigella)
arc found in later pharmacological literature which may derive from him: against snake-bite (Nic. Ther. 43, cf.
Dsc. 3. 79. 2, ‘Dsc.” Eup. 2. 152 W.), against spider-bite (Dsc. loc. cit., of. “Dsc.” Eup. 2. 262. 2 W.), against
various bites and stings (Philum. Ven., pp. 10, 13, 16, 18, 24 W.); cf. Plin. NH 20. 182-4; it is also said to be
lethal itself, if drunk in excess {Dsc. loc. cit.). For Sextius Niger’s use of Apollodorus sce Wellmann, Hermes 24
(1889), 560-4. But I cannot relate the following lines in the papyrus to any of this. He is nowhere else explicitly
cited with regard to nigella; cf. the reference to Diocles of Carystus in P. Ant. 1T 123, and those to various
authorities in Pack? 2388.

As an alternative and ‘equally possible’ identification Dr Scarborough suggests a certain Apollodorus
who wrote m. pdpwv kai crepdvey, apparently from a quasi-medical angle (Ath. 15. 675k, cf. Plin. NH 14. 76).
This seems to me less likely.

24 dvf]y Exer dvocua? The seed of nigella is said to be edwdée by Diosc. loc. cit., but nothing is said of the
flower.

206 Siaxel ra myl[x0évra vel sim. Or Sidye?

27 dm|ailpwv Oep|[p-?

col. ii 1-9 Bretrian(?, 1-4) and Samian (5-g) carth. Cf. Dsc. 5. 152-4 and Plin. NH 35. 191 -3, 38, where
similar instructions for preparation arc given; the direct common source is taken to be Sextius Niger
(Wellmann, Hermes 24 (1889) 530-69). Cf. also Gal. xii 188 Kiihn (Scarborough).

3f. émi 76w 8pfad]|ucdv? Specifically ophthalmic application is not mentioned cither by Dioscorides or
Pliny except in the case of Samian carth, where Pliny adds oculorum quoque medicamentis miscentur; one of the two
kinds of Samian carth was xoAdodpiov, which might well imply use as an eye-salve.

5-9 According to Dsc. 5. 153. 1 and Plin. NH 35. 191 there were two kinds of Samian carth, xoAdovpiov
and derp, though itis not clear that they are distinguished here. yfc Capiac e [érépac 3 - pec krA? * EperprdSe
corr. from ’Eperpiar. If we reconstruct rip Stvopfv xal crev]laciar éxe mapag{Anciay ] | *Eperpidde, Kal
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¢[Aadporé]lpa xai xprcyuw[répa écriv, reasonably consistent line-lengths result, but it may be suspected that
the lines were longer.

10-13 Aevxoypagic: another clay, which for Dioscorides goes under the name of Aifoc udpoxfoc, 5. 134, &v
&vior yadafilav 7 Aevkoypagida éxddecav; cf. Plin. NH 27. 103. Rather than mapeprn]|Adecer (Dsc. Soxei 8¢
mapepmAdecew), syllabification suggests pa]|Adece, cf. Dsc. eic re 74 padaxd Spladuixa pelyvurar. Dioscorides
continues mAnpof ydp kotddiparae xai pedpara icryet, which suggests something like xai créle pev]|para in the
papyrus. Similar propertics are listed by Dioscorides for e.g. washed lead, 5. 81. 5 (8dvara 8¢ cridew, . . .
pardrrew, mAnpoty T kothduara, . . .}, and litharge, 5. 87. 2 (Sdvapw 8¢ crumruciy, pataxriciy, . . . kotkwpdray
mAppwTiKiy).

On Aevioypadic Dr Scarborough writes as follows:

I think this may be a form of a talc or perhaps a soapstone, given Dioscorides’ first synonym (galaxia, lit.
milk-stone, prob. from the custom of cating a boiled milk and hulled wheat mixture [a frumenty] at the
Athenian celebration of Cybele [Theophrastus, Characters, 21. 11, and Hesychius s.v.]). If my guess Is
right, this ‘milk-stone’ is a form of an acid metasilicate of magnesium, called variously talc, soapstone,
steatite, “Tailor’s chalk’ (in England), and ‘Rensselaerite’ (USA, from deposits in upstate New York). A
generalized formula would be H,Mg;,(SiO,),. The various names in antiquity suggest its variations in
color, from white to pearly-gray, or from silver-white to apple-green and sometimes dark green, but the
distinctive feature in the gross, cmpirical manner is the ‘greasy feel’ of the mineral. I find no other refs. in
Grecek except here in the papyrus and in Dioscorides, v, 134. Not in Goltz or Halleux. PGM, 11, 511 has
a magnélis lithos which is possibly a soapstone (Theophrastus, On Stones, 41), but is more probably a
magnetite (Dioscorides, v, 126 and 130); but since PGM, 1v, 1721, says to carve the magnatis lithos, one can
presume a talc or soapstone; PGM, x11, 410 has kéritz, most likely a soapstone or steatite (Pliny, NH, 37.
153; Theophrastus, Stones, 42). I think we may presume kérité = leukographis = galaxia = lithos morochthos
and sometimes = magnatis lithos.

13-15 No paragraphus, so apparently part of the devxoypagic entry, but I suspect that cradaypuse dvfovc is
in fact a new entry, to the effect that ‘drippings’ of flower of copper (13) have the same uses or propertics as
flower of copper in normal form (14), only the former is much stronger (15, -epoc). Presumably this is the form
of yadxavféc elsewhere attested as cralasrdv (Dsc. 5. 98, so called by Cyprian minc-workers) or stalagmias (Plin.
WNH 34. 124); Dioscorides and Pliny describe the manner of production, and Pliny (cf, Dsc. 5. 98. 3) says thereis
no purer form.

16-26 cuxdjc kAd8n L. xpddn. For lack of phonemic distinction between p and A see Gignac Grammar i
102-7, and cf. e.g. émucdari 1. émucparei SB 5110i 34 (AD 42); contamination with kAddoc may also be a factor
here, cf. «x]pddy corr. from -oc at P. Ross. Georg. I 19. 58; xpddac correctly at 20, For pharmacological
application offig, and specifically the young shoots, cf. P. Ross. Georg. 1 19 (Marganne, no. 146) 58-60, Dsc. 1.
128. 4-5, Plin. NH 23. 118-29, and sce further Marganne, p. 265 n. 2. P. Ross. Georg.’s entry is also cuxidjc
x]pddy (x]padn[c]), and it shows further correspondence with our papyrus’ centry, continuing 8dvauw €yec 7
76| [a paddec]ew (rather xaflaiplew?) perd crig[ewc] xal Oep|[pdvcewc] (or Oep[paciac?): cxevdleTar §¢ oPrae: ;
there broken off. The only use specified by Dioscorides for fig-shoots is in culinary preparation. Pliny, however,
reports a variety of uses; and he prescribes the ash of dark-fig leaves for gangrenes and excrescences (NH 23.
119), and the ash of wild-fig shoots for soothing a sore uvula (M 23. 129). 16 86v[auw Exet dmoradapruiy? CF.
28 below. 17-18 feppallciac? 19 AaBe([v rather than Aaf¢, 20 kpddac Tdc mapadu[ddac or mapadu[opévac, 20-1
perhaps rac dradw]|rdrac kal dadpw[rdrac, 22-3 B[8wp. .. (mpocem)]|xéwr xai mapamdec[wr. 25-6 c.g. Tpic e
Nuépac 4 kal wheJovdric, dvamideac x[pd.

271 Bile (gall, Lat. fel). Cf. esp. Dsc. 2. 78, a scction on various uses, largely ophthalmic, of the bile of
various creatures: first the method of preparation (which in the papyrus may have followed, cf. ii 1-4, 19-206),
then: eici 8¢ micar al yodal Spipeiar, Oeppavrical, 7% pdAAdy e kal HrTov kata Stvapw dAMAwy Sadépoucad.
Sowobict 8¢ émirerdcfar 1f e Tod adacciov cropmiov (cf. 27) kai ixfboc 706 Aeyopuévow kaAiwvipov (cf. 33), yeXdvye
e fadaccioce (cf. 34) kai badme, &re 8¢ mépduroc (cf. 87) xai deTod xal ddexropiSoc Aevriic kal alyde dypiac (cf. 36),
{8iwe dppdlovca mpdc dpxopévac moxicewc kal dyAic {cf. 29), dpyeud e kai rpayéa BAédapa. tic 8¢ Tob mpofdrov
xaiTob Tpdyou (cf. 36) xai 706 cudc &1 8¢ dprov dumparrikwrdry écriv ravpela. kA, Thisis largely incorporated,
with some modification, in Galen’s chapter on bile gua *humour’, Simpl. 1o. 13 (xii 275-81 Kiihn), whence in
turn Actius 2. 106 (CMG viii 1. 19of.) and Paul. Aeg. 7. 3 (CMGix 2. 272f, cf. F. Adams ad loc.). Various uses
of various creatures’ gall included in Plin. VH 28. 216-18, but I find no particular point of contact with the
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papyrus; cf. Plin. NH 28. 40. On the ckopmioc and the xadhidvupoc (33), today more familiar as ingredients of
bouillabaisse than as sources of eye ointment, sce D’Arcy W. Thompson, Glossary of Greek Fishes, s.vv.
27 xodn{c} presumably dittographic error, but cf. ii 5 above. 28 dn[oxaBapriciy rather than dw[Aj? 32-4 c.g.
Spolwc] | 8¢ kal 1) 705 kaAhiw[vipov kai 7 ¢ xe|Ad ]vnc Badacciac [xai Sadvme. For the kadhbvupoc, cf. not only
Dsc. loc. cit. but also Plin. NH g2. 69 callionymi fel cicatrices (cf. opA[dc 30) sanat et carnes (cf. capxrdn 31) oculorum
supervacuas consumit. Pliny also reports (NH g2. 77) that callionymus bile infused with rosc-oil is good for the cars
(cf. Dsc. 2. 78. 4 on pig-bile), but the papyrus appears not to mention that. 35 mp[: cither mpoBdrov, -rela, or
wp[dc e.g. Obpea, see below. 36 7 r]payeila or 7 8¢ t]payeln. Goat-bile has special properties: it lifts warts (Dsc.
loc. cit. 86pid e alper, Ruf. 533 [cit. ap. Dsc. loc. cit. Wellmann] dixerunt Ruffus et Dyascorides: fel hircinum tollit
verrucas) and controls ‘elephantiasis’, i.e. leprosy (Dsc. loc. cit., Plin. NH 28. 186); cf. Plin. NH 51. 189 MM ‘Dsc.’
Eup. 1. 88. Cf. Gazza, deg. 36 (1956) 109.

3702. MyrtHorocicaL COMPENDIUM
Plate V
32 4B.2/B(1-3)a fror 12x17cm Second-third century

Remnants of a jejune mythographical text of miscellaneous content, written on the
back of a roll of accounts in an irregular and ungainly plain round and upright hand
which may be assigned to the latter part of the second century or the earlier part of the
third. Fr. 1, in two columns, has remains of three items: a list of the Greek leaders on the
expedition against Troy; the suitors of Penelope; and the story of the Danaids. On fr. 2
may be recognized a list of the Argonauts. The text was originally of some length: fr. 1 ii
is numbered p«f, 122. It appears to have been strongly catalogic in nature, the more so if
the Danaid story is leading up to a list of the Danaid-Aegyptid bridal couples; and the
presentation is exceedingly bald and summary, quite devoid of literary pretension.

Clearly we have to do with a mythological handbook of the same type as Hyginus’
Fabulae— though I would not posit any closer connection between the two works. Other
remnants of the same sort of thing are P. Stras. WG g32,1 P. Med. inv. 123,% and perhaps
P. Vindob. gr. inv. 26727 (CE 49 (1974) 317-24). Cf. in particular P. Haun. I 7, which
has remains of a catalogue of ships.?

The list of Greeks against Troy is basically that of the Homeric Catalogue; attention
focuses on the divergencies. As one of the four leaders from Elis is named not Diores son of
Amarynceus but Amarynceus himself (1. 2). Alongside Menestheus, the Athenian
leader of the Catalogue, we find the Theseid Acamas (1. 8). A tail-piece to the list

1 Ed. J. Schwartz in Studs in onore di A. Calderini e R. Paribeni, ii 151~6. It has remains of three items, at least
two of them lists: Muses and offspring (i 1-7), victors at Pelias’ funcral games (i 8-iii 5), ?Europa story (iii 611,;
in 8 ‘Pa]dapavf[- may be suggested). Schwartz sces a direct relation with Hyginus’ Greek source, on the
strength of certain similarities between the two Pelias’ Games accounts, but discrepancies of context as well as
of detail make for doubt.

2 Ed. S. Daris in Proc. XII Intern. Congr. Pap. (Toronto 1970) 97-102. Remains of two catalogues: Actacon’s
hounds (m. and f. listed separately, cf. Hyg. fab. 81. 3-6), and unnatural mythological phenomena.

3 This rather odd text has embedded in it a couple of apparently poctic forms: roi AlcxAnmi]ddar ii §-4,
Dnpabe 1i 8 (perhaps also [v)]]ac ii 4-5, but that also appears in late prose). Pypafe, instead of the expected éx
Depdiv, is especially remarkable (the etz in the first syllable, as the editor points out, is matched only at ZU. 2. 763,
Dnpyriddao), and the Doric form would seem to point to a lyric source. Perhaps Stesichorus?
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includes a Boeotian, probably Thersander (1. 25), and also Aegialeus son of Adrastus (1.
28). Of less moment are the addition of Calchas and of Patroclus, and various cases of
omission or sequential disruption.

Similar lists are to be found in Hyg. fab. 97 (qui ad Troiam expugnatum terunt et quot
naves), in Apollod., epit. 3. 11-14, in the Latin Dictys Cretensis 1. 17, and in the Latin
Dares 14. (Cf. Wagener, Philol. 38 (1879) 99-105, Schissel von Fleschenberg,
Daresstudien 96-115.) These all include ship-numbers, which the papyrus does not. The
catalogue offered by the papyrus has no close affinity with any of them, though there are
scattered agreements in particulars, notably one with Hyginus over Amarynceus. The
inclusion of Acamas, on which see at fr. 1. 8f,, is a point in common with the lyric
catalogue embedded in E. I4 231-302; cf. on the possibility of Eurytus at fr. 1. 2.1
Apollodorus of Athens, On the Catalogue of Ships lies far behind; Hellanicus, Damastes,
and Aristotle’s Peplos, further still.

An unexpected element is the incorporation of personal address in the Danaid
story, mpoexfrjcopa cou fr. 1. 87£. Is this tibi lector, or does it point to an actual dedicatee?
The manuscript could in fact be an autograph. Only with such derivative material as
this one can scarcely speak of authorship.

T. W. Allen (CR 15 (1901), 346-50, cf. id., Homeric Catalogue 25-5), asserting that Euripides ‘can have used
no other’ catalogue than the Homeric, suggests that the 4 divergencics, the substitution of Thescid for
Menestheus among them, come from the Euripidean edition of the Homeric text, This scems most implausible.
Why cannot an Jliu Persis have been the source, if prior authority there must be?
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col. 1

Joe . [L]. 0. Apdipay]oc Kr[e]drov,
lap. yreve Ap)apvykedc
Jacfevouc: IToAbéevoc Aylachévouc,
]. occpeymc €& "HMi]doc: Méync

5 Jetdope DPuAéwc éx dovauyiov] Eibope-
Jumprovy, veve devkadiwvoc kal] Mnpidvyc
JvecBeuc Mdélov éx Kprirnc: MelvecOevc
Jvakapac Hetew é€ A ]y Axdpac
Jrdnmo Oncéwc | TAnmé-

10 18ovver Aepoc ‘Hpaxdéovc éx ‘Pdldov- Net-
Incravre pedc Xapémov éx Chulnc Avre-
Jadov-ex doc kal Pelbimmoc Oecclarod éx
Jcrexpep ]c éx Pepd(v)-
leéapicre 1 é¢ tApicret

15 Jewv Jewv
].A, k7 ] Drokri-

1. owac ¢ ITolavroc éx MeAi]Bolac:
Jcexyvp Jc éx T'vp-
Jpwvov rawvnc Aeovreve Kolpdvou
20 |revfpn ITpéBooc] Tevbpn-
1. "cxedroc ddvoc éx Mayvycia]c Cyedioc
Jovexdw kal ’Emictpodoc Eidir]ov éx Pw-
Jotriov kidoc " IldTporxdoc Mev]oiriov
]cBecTopoc: Jc Bécropoc

5 JvextnBaw v éx OnBa(v)-
JroverBor lpov éx Bot-

8 Perhaps J»» 10 Perhaps J8ov
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col. i1

pp

wrige Ackddadoc kal "Iddp[e-

voc Apewc éx TMwipov-T Aly[ia-

Aeve Adpdcrov €€ Apyouc. [

30 ITmveAdmmc pvneripec [1ic

Elapiov f kal MéSwv 6 kij[ pué

«[al] Prjpioc pd6c- éy 8¢ Cd[unc

[(8-] éxc dovAiyiov vB: ¢[k Zaxi(v)-

Oov k. Aavaod Ovyar[épec(?)

35 Tra, rwvt Alydmrov raldolv é-
kdery dméxtewer: k[al] Swd v, [
aitiav Todro émpdrln mpoex|-
Bjcopal cor. Alyvrroc yap dmd e
opovipov xdpac Bactdede yev[n-

40 Oelc mpocéracce davad d[odvar
7poc yduov toic [Ai] a[drod marct rac
davaidac: py BovAdu[evoc 8¢ rovro
mpdlar davaoc épv[ye pera rav
Olvylarépwy elc v v[

45 vy[. I |edomdvvycoy [

Baidelay .. et Bpaydly
cac xpdvov kate, |
mapayeynfévr, | [

kat Bilg Taic dav[a]ic[t

27 a¢ prob. e} 28 pov 29 youvc 31 ik, € added by m. 1 ov vac. 13
32 wdoc L. ék 33 vB: 34 K vac. 35 ., letter-top horizontal trace at right, speck at
foot 37 L émpdxfy 7 39 1. Spawduov 41 mpoc’yauov 42 vaid  ac corr. from (or

to?) ec
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fr. 2

Aplyouvc: IepixAdpevoc
]. Sov éx ITY[Aov

Ayi)aioc [Toced[dvoc éx Capov: Zarc kal
KdA]aic Bopéov é[x Opdxnc Avykedc

5 xal] Efdac Ad[apéwc ‘H-
paxA]hc dioc €€ [Apyouc *Epyeivoc
KAv)uévov é¢° Ol pxopevol Adun-
T0]¢ Pépyroc [éx Oeccaliac Eo-
put]oc kal’Ex{{wv ‘Eppod

10 Na]gmAeoc [I[ocelddvoc €€ Ap-
yov]c ‘ImmdAx[woc ITélomoc éx Iei-
anc]s Kderwp [ral TTodvdedrnc Aioc k).

The line-divisions are purely exempli gratia 1 youc 2 first v corrccted 4 qic  ov
5 ac 6 e 8 J¢ prob. 1 c

fr. g
1.0
Jvoid[
To.ul

fr. 1. 1-4 The Elean (Epeian) lcaders. In accord with Homer (1L 2. 620-4) would be Audipayoc Kredrov,

BdAmoc Edpirov, duipne Apapvyréwe, Hoddéevoc Ayachévouc; but the papyrus apparently offers Amarynceus
himself instead of his son Diores; and this is a divergency shared with Hyg. fab. 97. 11. No justification for the
substitution is to be found in Homer (Diores’ death, Il. 4. 517-26, Nestor’s reminiscence of Amarynceus’
funcral games, 23. 6301L.): chronological diflicultics in local tradition? But none is apparent from Paus. 5. 1.
10-11, 3. 3-4- As for Amarynceus’ patcrnity: Hyginus’ source had *Ovncypdyov, but that seems too long for the
space here, and other candidates are Alector, given by Eust. 303. 10 (cf. Diod. 4. 69), and Pyttius, given by
Paus. 5. 1. 10.

The sccond leader, to be supplied in 1 2: Thalpius son of Eurytus, or Eurytus himself? For here too
Hyginus diverges from the Homeric catalogue, if it may be agreed that Eurychus Pallantis, the reported reading
of the Hyginus codex, implies not Euryalus, as Rose and carlier editors, but Edpvroc (Combellack, 4P 69
(1948) 190-6; did the codex in fact have Eurpthus?). Cf. the Iphigenia catalogue, which gives Eurytus as the
(only) leader of the Epeians, 4 279-82. Again there is variation of reported paternity. Hyginus’ Pallas, just
like his Onesimachus, is otherwise unknown. Eustathius, who bases himsclf on the Homeric data of I, 2. 621 {I.
but seems to hint at the existence of other versions (303. 7, 18), names Eurytus’ father as Actor, cf. Paus. 5. 3. 3.
Ticd up with this is the text of Il 2. 621: Axropiwvoc is the vulgate, but Aristarchus read Axroplwve.

In view of all the above, the likeliest reconstruction of the papyrus is perhaps Efpvroc Axropoc,
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Aplapvyxedc | [Arécropoc, xrA.; the participant personnel in common with Hyginus (rcading Lurytus for
Eurychus), their paternities with Eustathius. But the source (or sources), like the rationale, is beyond recovery.

A further peculiarity of Hyginus’ list, not shared by the papyrus, is that he assigns a different homeland to
cach of the four leaders; Hyginus is often idiosyncratic in this respect, and shows a fondness for Argos. Dictys
and Dares, who name the Homeric four, and Apollodorus, who says merely Audduayoc xat of cow adrd, offer no
trace of divergence from Homer here.

In 4, of Téccapec vel sim.

4L Mecges: Il. 2. 625-30. Hyg. 97. 12, Apollod., Dictys; L. 14 283-7.

Between Meges and Idomeneus in the Homeric catalogue come entries for (1) Odysseus, and (2) Thoas.
Odysseus may have been promoted to an earlicr position in the papyrus® list, as is probably the case with
Achilles too (sce on 13 below); likewise in Hyginus (Ulixes 7. 4). What has happened to Thoas T cannot say,
unless he was carried along with Odysscus; he succeeds Meges in Hyginus (97. 12), Meges and Odysseus in
Apollodorus, and is in the right proximity in the lightly disrupted sequence ollered by Dictys. The Iphigenia
catalogue lists Meriones and Odysseus successively (/4 201 -4), and has no Actolian entry.

5-7 Idomeneus and Meriones: /L. 2. 645-52. Hyg. 97. 7, Apollod. (Idomencus only}), Dictys, Darcs; E. I4
201f. (Meriones only).

7f. Mencstheus of Athens: Il. 2. 546-56, out of sequence here, with no geographical or other justification.
The other catalogues are more faithful to his Homeric position between Elephenor of Eubocea and Salaminian
Ajax (Hyg. 97. 11, succeeding Elephenor but with Ajax shifted towards the head of the list [read Mendestheus
Petei et Meliboeae filius?]; Apollod., Homeric sequence; Dictys, Elephenor and Menesthicus transposed), except
that Dares has him at the very end of the list (19. 6 Meister). As for Ajax, there is no telling whether he had an
carlier entry or has been displaced by Acamas, see next.

8f. Acamas: arankintruder, No Theseid has any place in either of the Homeric epics (Schol. S. Phil. 562),
nor— perhaps surprisingly, in view of the early and widespread tradition of their participation, from the llin
Persis on—is cither Acamas or Demophon named in any of the other extant catalogues, except as the final entry
in Dictys’ catalogue of those present at the assembly at Argos two ycars before the gathering at Aulis (Dict. 1.
14, postremi omnium). But it is é Oncéwce maic, and not Menestheus, who leads the Athenian contingent in the
Iphigenia tally (14 247-52), cf. Eust. 284. 34 on Il 2. 552, mepl 8¢ 7ov dmémhoww cracidcavrec of Abyvaiot
mpoict@cw Spyew chpiv Anuoddvra ov Oyceldny (sc. rather than Mencstheus) with E. Tro. 31 and schol., and
Hellanicus ap. Schol. E. Hec. 123 (FGrH 4 F 144, rationalization of conflicting traditions). We have in the
papyrus a reflection of the same tradition, side by side with the Homeric. (Marginally relevant is ancient
suspicion of references to the family of Thescus in the Homeric text, ¢.g. l. 3. 144, Od. 11. 631.)

¢ Alyvaw? But Acamas and Demophon are said to have sailed with Llephenor of Euboca (Paus. 1. 17. 6,
Plu. Thes. 35. 5, Schol. E. Hec. 123), so that & EdBolac is a possibility, cf. Hyginus’ Seyro in the case of Achilles.
Or an alternative reading of 7-g which would get in both Theseids could perhaps be Me|vecfedc | [[Terew xai
(num 3?7} Anpopdv «|ai Axdpac | [Oncéwe é¢ Abnvév. 8 Jar and v make cqually good readings.

of. Tlepolemus: 1. 2. 653-70. Hyg. 97. 7 (from Mycenae), Apollod., Dictys, Darcs.

1of. Nircus: /L. 2. 671-5. Hyg. 97. 13 {from Argos), Apollod., Dictys, Dares; L. 14 204f.

11-13 Antiphus and Phidippus: /I 2. 676-80. Hyg. 97. 14 (Antiphus only? —confused entry), Apollod.,
Dictys, Dares.

&x Ké probable; otherwise éx Newctpov, éx Kapmdfov, éx Kadidvac.

13 ék Pepid(v) virtually dictates Edpunproc A8prrov beforeit: Il 2. 711-15. But to read v rather than Jcis,
1 think, impossible. Conceivably a divergent tradition (e.g. A8unroc ®épyro]c, cf. Amarynceus in 2), but
more probably scribal error, whether small, ¢.g. A8unroc or -ovc for -ov (but -ovc for -ov, unlike the reverse, is
rarc: Gignac, Grammar ii 23), or larger, ¢.g. Axidedec ITnMéw]c (&€ Apyouvc Iedacyixoi: Ipwrecidaoc Eipindov
éic Durdnc Edunroc Adpijrov) éx Pepid(v). The problem recurs at 18 below.

Eumelus is present in all the other catalogues, with no divergence from Homer (Hyg. 97. 8, Apollod.,
Dictys, Darcs; E. 14 216-26).

The papyrus apparently has no cntries here for (1) Achilles, and (2) Protesilaus, who succeed Antiphus
and Phidippus in the Homeric cataloguc (2. 681-94, 695-710). Unless they have simply dropped out, Achilles
at Icast may have been moved to a more prestigious position, as in Hyginus (97. 2), and he may conceivably
have taken Protesilaus with him. Cf. the case of Odysscus and Thoas, 5-7 above. Itis curious, but can hardly be
significant, that Protesilaus has dropped out of Hyginus’ list in the course of transmission (97. 12 {Protesilaus
etc.) Podarces frater eius etc.).
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1416 14 prima facic ¢ Apicre-. Not in Homer; and 1 find only Apicrepal, an island whic}3 cannot m?rlt
consideration. But to interpret other than as a place-name seems impossible. Perhaps e 1'4{pn}cTEI'[pL01.),
preceded by Edpdmvdoc Edaluovoc: cf. IL. 2. 7351 This is not totally free from objection, for W}?llc Asterium is
indeed specified in the Iiadic catalogue as one of the places in Eurypylus’ domain, we expect him to be said to
come from Ormenium, the first place in the list; so Hyginus, Apollodorus, Dictys, and Dares (except th‘;t
before editorial intervention Hyginus, Dictys, and Dares cach have Orc(hjomenus: a v.l. in the HOH.]C.I‘IC l.cxl. )
and I find no source that gives preference to Asterium instead. The choice would need no c'xplammg if t.hc
papyrus entry originates from a Homeric text without v. 734, or one which had v. 735 prcccdmg v. 734—like
Venetus A.

An alternative avenue of approach, opened up by Mr Parsons, would be to read ¢¢ dpuerel[pdc ‘on lh.c lclﬂ
wing’, referring to Achilles’ position at the extremity of the vaderafuoc (1. 8. 225 = 11. 8); for SCh‘.’haSt_“C
remnants of ancient scholarship on the relative positions of the Greek ships see K. Lehrs, D{ Amtarc/z'z studits
Homericis® 221-4. This saves the given text, and the departure from the normal pattern of entry might be
Justified in the case of Achilles; but the rest of the data do not readily accommodate themsclves, and the
papyrus nowhere else shows concern with the vaderafpoc as such.

In 15 ITodaleipioc xai Maxd]ev oflers itsclf: cf. Il. 2. 729 -34. The sequence in 13- 15 will tllcrll be Eumc’lusy

Lurypylus, Podalirius and Machaon, Philoctetes, whereas the Homeric sequence is Bumelus, Plnloctclcs,'l od.
and Mach., Eurypylus. The other catalogues show comparable variation (Hyg. 97. 6»8,. Ap0110d-3 Dictys,
Dares; the 74 has only FEumeclus). P. Haun. 1 7 offers (ii 1-9) Polypoctes, the Asclepiadac, Philoctetes,
Protesilaus, Fumelus.

Acscdymio and the place-name, probably éx Tpiixne, will follow in 16.

Proposed restoration of 13111 is thus:

K&+ Edunhoc Adpiiro]{v){c} éx Pepdi(v)-
Edpbmudoc Edaipovoc] é¢ Afpilere-
plov: IToSalelproc xai Mayd]wy
HAckdiymiod éx Tpinkne] Prori-
™C KTA. )
16f. Philoctetes: Il. 2. 716-28. The papyrus’ Meliboca is shared by Hyginus and Darcs; Dictys opts for
Methone, Apollodorus for Olizon. ,

18-20 exyvp can only be & I'vp|[rdwme, which practically enforces IoAvmoirne [IGLPLO(S?U (or ITeplbov)
beforeit: cf. Ii. 2. 738-44. But the [cis clear: not v: cf. 1. Hyg. g7. 4 (from Argos), Apollod., Dictys, and Dares
(paired with Leonteus). . .

Aecovrede Kolpdwvov: cf. Il. 2. 745-7. In the Homeric catalogue Leonteus’ entry is Sl-lb'()rdlll’dlc(.l o
Pirithous’ (2. 745 odx oloc, dua 76 ye Acovrede x7.), and he has no regions of his own. Hyginus, idiosyncratic as
often in this regard, says a Sicyone (97. 14); Dictys gives no place-name; Apollodorus has no Lcon,tcus entry;
Dares has Polypoctes and Leonteus ex larisa (dothonia Ty, Argissa edd. Here, T would suppose éx T'vprdvrc again,
but there can be no certainty.

20f. Prothous: I, 2. 756-9. Hyg. 97. 13, Apollod., Dictys, Dares. o, .

Before Prothous in the Homeric catalogue comes Guneus, apparently omitted here. (Hyginus ?]fnu: f)czlz
et Aurophites, all daggered by Rose, is readily mended to Guneus Ogpti et Aurophytes; cf. Apollod. Tovvedc *Rxdrov,
and I'ov->Cy in Dictys codd.) . .

21-9 Prothous is the final entry in the Homeric catalogue. Appended in the papyrus is a miscellany of
additional entries, seven in number. Hyginus’ and Dictys’ lists cach have similar tail-picces. Two or three of the
entries are members of the Homeric catalogue who presumably were omitted from the bo(!y of the papyrus
cataloguc (cf. Dares, who appends Agapenor and Mcnestheus), but the others arc names which have no place
in Homer’s list. . )

21-9 Schedius and Epistrophus: 1. 2. 517-26. Hyg. 97. 10, Apollod. (unnamed), Dictys, Dares; cf. 14
261.

2gf. Patroclus has no place in the Homeric catalogue, but is an unsurprising accession. Heis in Hyginus’
list too, along with Automedon after Achilles (97. 2), cf. Dares. .

Perhaps ¢« ®fiac at the begimning of 24 (Phthia Hyg.); but if KdAxa]c follows (see next note), something
longer is called for: éx Oeccarlac? )

24-7 Theson of Thestor must be Calchas, who has a place in the tailpiece both of Hyginus’ cataloguc (7.
15 Calchas Thestoris filius Mysenis augur) and of the Latin Dictys (Calchas ex Acarnania XX [sc. naves]; but absent
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from Malalas’ Greek version). But if the previous entry ends éx ®8lac, KdAya]c by itself lcaves the line too
short, and since the Calchas entry secems to have terminated at @écropoc (see next note), Kddyac pdvrie is a
possibility, specification of profession substituting for that of homcland (cf. Phocus Danai filius architectus and the
succeeding two entries in the appendix to Hyginus’ list). But that gives odd word-order.

For éx @nBa(v) in 25 I think the likelicst candidate is Thersander, son of Polynices. Not mentioned by
Homer, he is the first of the miscellancous entrics at the end of Dictys’ catalogue, immediately preceding
Calchas (Thessandrus, quem Polynicis supra memoravimus, Thebis naves L; but like Calchas, he is absent from
Malalas’ Greek version); neither Hyginus nor Apollodorus nor Dares has any mention of Thebes or Thebans.
An alternative would be one of Homer’s Boeotians, but it is improbable that any of them would be said to be
from Thebes. Oépcavdpoc (or @écc-) Hodvveiko]v (on the form of the genitive sce at 3712 56) would fill the
missing part of the line. Thersander will owc his presence to his participation (asleader of the Bocotians?) in the
first, abortive expedition against Troy, in which he was killed by Telephus (Cypria, cf. esp. Apollod. epit. 3. 171,
Paus. 9. 5. 14, Dict. 2. 2). Virgil makes him one of the Greeks in the Horse (den. 2. 261 Thessandrus; the
identification as Polynices’ son is ancient, sec Serv. ad loc.), but the fact that the next papyrus entry is
apparently his successor Pencleos suggests that it is the more traditional version that is responsible for his
inclusion here.

In 26 Jiu could perhaps be read as a, but nothing else. This may be ITpvétewc ‘Irmadid|pov (InmdAx]pov,
sim., see below). Peneleos stands at the head of the Homeric catalogue as the first of the Boeotian leaders, 1. 2.
494; <f. the displaced entries of Hyg. 97. 8, and Dictys, who has a single Boeotian entry running item ex omni
Boeotia Arcesilaus, Prothoenor, Peneleus, Leitus, Clonius naves L Dares lists only Arcesilaus and Prothocnor. Homer
docs not provide his parentage. Hyginus offers Hippalci, but versions of the name variously proflered elsewhere
are ‘Immddypoc (DS 4. 67. 7), "Inmadspoc (Schol. b Il. 2. 494, Plu. Qu. Gr. 37) and “Inmaduoc (Apollod. 1. g.
16). Why is he not in his proper place in the catalogue? He may have been omitted through simple
inadvertence, or he may have been deliberately displaced in order to have him stand next after Thersander, his
predecessor (Paus. 9. 5. 15, ultimately Cypria?).

27f. Ascalaphus and Ialmenus: Il 2. 511-16. Hyg. 97. 10, Dictys, cf. Apollod. (unnamed: §°[!?] sc.
Nyeudvec),

€k Mwipou; our expectation would be Orchomenus, and the other lists conform (except that Hyginus has
Argos, as also for Schedius and Epistrophus, Elephenor, and several others)., M(e}wwpov or -oc is unknown. But
Homer’s phrase is*Opyopevév Mivbeior, and it may be suspected that Muwvpov issimply a misrcading of Mwviov,
written originally in supplementation of *Opyopevot and here displacing it.

The Boeotians, the Minyans, and the Phocians are the first three contingents in the Homeric cataloguc,
and it is curious that it is precisely these three whosc representatives appear in this appendage to the papyrus
catalogue. It may be that they were omitted en bloc from the body of the catalogue, or at least that the Minyans
and Phocians dropped out together, the scribe’s eye perhaps having skipped from ackadagoc to atacotkewe,
which would have been the next entry after the Phocians; but we can only speculate.

28f. Acgialcus: a surprisc and an impossibility. The tradition was firm that Aegialeus died in the second
attack on Thebes, and no chronology can have had the Trojan expedition precede that—unless perhaps
Adrastus’ sccond expedition was made to intervene between the first and second expeditions against Troy, but
any such synchronizing tradition would surcly have left traces. It is Diomedes (Adrastus’ son-in-law),
accompanicd by Sthenelus and Euryalus, that Homer gives as leader of the Argive contingent, with no
mention anywhere of Aegialeus or any other male member of Adrastus’ own family. It is interesting that a
tradition unrecorded in Homer has Acgialeus’ son Cyanippus present at Troy (Ibyc. SLG 151. 37, see Barron,
BICS 16 (1969) 130f., and Paus. 9. 30. 10, harmonizing with Homer), but I find nothing suggesting or cven
potentially enabling participation by Aegialeus himself. Curiously, the manuscripts of the I4 offer none other
than Adrastus himself as the colleague of ‘the son of Atreus’ on the Trojan expedition (v. 268), but the
emendation d8edgdc is gencerally accepted and in any event this can hardly be relevant. Is it conceivable that
the Gypria had Aegialcus as a member of the first expedition against Troy, that ended up in Mysia (cf. on
Thersander, 24 above), or among those at the carlicr gathering at Argos (cf. on Acamas, 81, above)? But then
why is he not in Dictys, or elsewherc? It must be accorded more likely that Aegialeus, with or without
attraction from Thersander above, is mercly a stray from a catalogue of members of a dilTerent cxpedition
altogether, that of the Epigoni.

30-4 Suitors of Penclope. The ultimate source is Od. 16. 24711 (a text including v. 252). The
papyrus alters the order of listing, and supplics the bard with his name. A fuller version is given by Apollod.



3702. MYTHOLOGICAL COMPENDIUM 39

epit. 7. 26-30; there the individual suitors are identified, and (as also with the Catalogue of ships) the numbers
differ from the Homeric. The extant Hyginus has a list of Helen’s suitors (fzb. 81) but not of Penelope’s.

31 Eixaplov p.c. Sce W, Lamecre, Apergus de paléographic homérique 26.

Before 8 1 should have expected €€ *Ifdiyc.

34/35 A paragraphus may have been lost, but if so it did not protrude into the text anything like as far as
the one at 29/30.

341l. Other potted accounts of the Danaids, all rather more literate, are given by Schol. A Il 1. 42 ~
Apollod. 2. 1. 4f, Hyg. fab. 168, Schol. E. Hee. 886 and Or. 872, Serv. on V. den. 10. 497.

Both in Apollodorus and in Hyginus (fab. 170) there follows a list of names of the bridal couples—drawn
apparently from discrete sources, for names and couplings differ, and there is a formal difference too: in
Apollodorus the pattern is "Ierpoc ‘Immobdueiar sc. édayev, in Hyginus Philomela Panthium sc. occidit. That the
papyrus also had such a list is suggested not only by the catalogic nature of the rest of its extant contents but also
by the prefix of wpoexfijcopar in 37. The formulation of the opening, éxacrov(?) éxdery dméxrewer, implies that
it will have been on the pattern of Hyginus’ rather than of Apollodorus’.

34 Ovyar[épec: or -wv. Then hardly room for more than a single letter before line-end.

35 I cannot make anything of this without emendation. €](kac{rov) 7év? kacr- secems an acceptable
reading, though the same series of letters in the next line occupies appreciably less space.

36 Sua{y} r[tvarather than 8 (§dvrwa? For theintrusive nasal cf. 111 528 14 adrijv 74 Spe. (1. adri 74 dpa)
and the other examples listed Gignac, Grammarip. 113.

37 mpoexticopal cou: cf. e.g. Hermog. Inv. 1. 1, p. 93. 8 Rabe, Smwc 8¢ raira éxer, Steddw éxdrjcopa.

38 {and}?

44-5 €lc T v[Dv xarovpé]im[v IT]edomdvvycor? Other accounts mention the ship (44 v[adv?) built at
Athena’s suggestion, and the island (44 v{#cov?) of Rhodes, where an image of Athena was set up, and they
specify Argos as the ultimate destination.

45-7 e.g. [kal Ty éxei] Pagcidelav Exer Bpaxd[v 8¢ Bacided]cac xpdvov kA,

48 Possibly mapayevnfdvrec 8¢, in which case a point above § must be the tail of a descender,

fr. 2. Catalogue of Argonauts. See Seeliger in Roscher’s Lexikon, i 1. 507-10. The main comparanda are
the lists given at Apollod. 1. 9. 16 and Hyg. fab. 14, cf. also Val. I'lacc. 1. 353-486, Orph. 119-231, Schol. Lyc.
Alex. 175. Apollonius Rhodius’ catalogue was influential, but never attained the authority of Homer’s
catalogue of ships, which itself was not definitive; lying further behind were not only Pi. P. 4 but Sophocles’
Anpviddec and Acschylus’ KdBewpor (Schol. Pi. P. 4. 303), cf. also Dionys. Scyt. Argon. F 14 Rusten (Diod. Sic. 4.
40. 2) and the AR scholia. The papyrus’ pattern of data (name, father, homeland, just as for the list of Greeks
against Troy of fr. 1} is fuller than Apollodorus’, who presents a bare list after the pattern *Opgede Oldypov, but
less full than Hyginus’, who supplics both parents and records variants and other details. A point exclusively in
common with Hyginus is the inclusion of Hippalc(i)mus in the papyrus’ list (11), sce also on Erginus (6£, if
rightly recognized). But there is no close affinity. On Hyginus’ list sce C. Robert, NGG philol.-hist. Kl, 1918,
469-500 (not utilized by Rosc).

1 &€ Aplyove. There are several possibilitics.

1f. Periclymenus: AR 1. 156; Hyg. 14. 14, Apollod. éx IT#[Aov seems to confirm the identification, but
whatis ], Sov? The trace is of the top of an upright: ¢, 3, orv. All accounts give Neleus as Periclymenus’ father. I
can do nothing with the possibility of IT. NyAéwc kai NN -(8ov. Conceivably Iepi[kAdpevoc Hocewddvoc vi]idob,
gencealogically unimpeachable but descriptively odd. Perhaps likelier, ITepi[cAdpevoc Nndéwe kal Xdwp|@og, if
the alteration is from rather than to v,

Between éx IT$[Adov and Ayk]efoc presumably one entire entry is lost.

3 Ancacus son of Poscidon: AR 1. 188; Hyg. 14. 16, omitted from Apollod. Nadr]Aec, another Argonaut
son of Poscidon, could equally well be read, but he comes at 1o below, if I have rightly recognized him there.
Erginus {’ Epyei]voc) would also be available, but he 1 think is taken care of at 6. below, see n.

31 Zetesand Calais: AR 1. 211, Pi. P. 4. 181-3; Hyg. 14. 18 (long entry), Apollod. The supplement for 3/4
is undesirably long, but fr. 1 shows much irregularity of linc-end, and xal may have been abbreviated or
haplographically omitted before xal.

4f. Lynceus and Idas: AR 1. 151; Hyg. 14. 12, Apollod. Probably éx Meccivnc (Messenit ex Peloponneso
Hyg.), otherwise é¢ Aprme (Apjrnfer AR).

5f. Heracles: AR 1. 122, Pi. P. 4. 172; Hyg. 14. 10 (Thebanus), Apollod. IMoAvSedx]nc would be an
alternative, but he presumably goes in tandem with Castor, at 12 below.
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6f. Erginus: the only Argonaut I find who can be accommodated to the datain 7. For Apollonius (1. 187)
he is a son of Poseidon, along with Ancacus and Euphemus, and he is from Miletus; but this may be a piece of
unorthodoxy on Apollonius’ part. Pindar in Pythian 4 has only two Argonaut scions of Poseidon, and they are
Luphemus and Periclymenus: no mention of Erginus. Apollodorus in his list follows the Apollonian paternity
(1. 9. 16, ’Epyivoc IToceddvoc, with IMepicddpevoc Nypdéwe immediately following), as does Valerius Flaceus in
his (1. 415, proles Neptunia), but Hyginus, in his, augments: Erginus Neptuni filius, a Mileto, quidam Periclymeni
dicunt, Orchomenius (14. 16); and his source is apparently the scholiast to Apollonius loc. cit., who reports
Erginus’ father as Clymenus son of Presbon, this in accordance with the gencalogy recorded by Paus. g. 27. 1,
cf. Apollod. 2. 4. 11; and the son of Clymenus at Pi. 0. 4. 19 must be Erginus. Evidently itis the non-Apollonian
intelligence about Erginus that the papyrus purveys. [In Hyg. loc. cit. I take it that Periclymeni, printed
undemurringly by Rose, is a slip (whether made before, by, or after Hyginus himsclf) for Clymeni, abetied by
the occurrence of the Argonaut Periclymenus a few lines before; of. [Peri]Clymene at Hyg. 14. 2.]

7-8 Admetus: AR 1. 49; Hyg. 14. 2, Apollod.

8-9 Lurytus and Echion: AR 1. 52, Pi. P. 4. 178-80; Hyg. 14. 3, Apollod. (without Echion). On their
place of origin, Hyginus (14. 3) says: ex urbe Alope (~ AR), quae nunc vocatur E{pYhesus; quidam auctores Thessalos
putant. (Cf. Robert, NGG philol.-hist. Kl. 1918, 485.) They follow dircctly on Admetus both in AR and in
Hyginus.

10 Nauplius: AR 1. 134; Hyg. 14. 11, omitted from Apollod.

11-12 I base the restoration on Hyg. 14. 20, Hippalcimos Pelopis et Hippodamiae {O)enomai filiae filius ex
Peloponneso a Pisis. Hippalcimus is otherwisc unknown as an Argonaut, but cf. ITpédewc “InmdApov
(= ‘Immalcipov, sce on fr. 1. 26) in Apollodorus’ list,

3703. RueroricaL DECLAMATION?
Plate VI

A 3B.6/gL 18X 17 cm Fifth century

A fragment seemingly of an Attic oration; but it is written, in the direction of the
fibres, in an informal Byzantine hand of probably the fifth century. On the otherside are
fragmentary remains of an account (not transcribed), also written along the fibres, and
conceivably that was the side used [irst. The best guess I can make as to the nature of our
text is that it is a rhetorical declamation, whether a copy of an exemplary énideific such
as those transmitted under the name of Libanius or the draft of an original one. But there
is perplexing interchange of grammatical person and number, and elmév povin 1. 8 might
suggest the report of a conversation.

1.0
Jexl....1 [ 1L
1..[... ] vpewednuy

1Baso

1. . Badar’ TavTpimpwrovkavacTceTamdy

], ovkabfeAxecHarracvavcoviovvermevpot
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lemowncar, evpecexTwrapdorepwy

0 lempaby [, 1 erer. e [
6 ladovc éxovrec év mijcw 7{ xpricac kai Ti(-)

\ /A 4 3 3 4 R
7]y fdrarrav Tpuipwy ovk dvacTiiceTal 107

]. ov kafédxecBar Tac vadc. odxovy elméy po

lemomcar € Vpeic €k TV apudorépwy

3 Suedv (i.e. opiv), cl. 9 Sueic. Then Enuyl[ydpnce vel sim.

3-4 The right margin is unusually irregular. Line 4 is nearly 2 cm shorter thanl. 3. A reluctance to divide
words between lines might account forit, thoughl. g (unless the articulation is -pewe 8% p), but éuewe cannot be
rcad) apparently spills over.

4 of On)Baior, Bé]Pator, al.

6 )atove: Athenians? Thebans? or e.g. BeBalouc, xepcaiouc? Punctuate after év vijew? 7i xprjcac: an oracle?
Conceivably there is allusion to the famous ‘wooden walls’ Salamis oracle of Hdt. 7. 141, for whichsec on XLV
3236 [r. 2. This would give some points of contact in 1l. 6-8, but what is the island? One guess might be
Sphacteria: so Mr Parsons, envisaging a speech against Cleon (cf. XXIV 2400) by Nicias in the situation
described at Th. 4. 27. 4-28. 3. xpiicac is avoidable if we can accept xpijcac, but as for Jaupve, 1 do not think
cither mole |piovc or daxeSarpo]viovc is 1o be read.

7 OdAarrav. Since contemporary usage vacillated between -77- and -ce- (Gignac, Grammar i 149), the Attic
form may be of no significance.

Punctuate after rpesfpan? odic dvacrijceran a challenging question with reference to an opponent? Or in
view of dueic below, dvacrijceron = -ere might be considered, as suggested by Dr Rea, who adduces
dvacricavrec 76 crparémedov Th. 1. 62. 4; similarly perbaps 8 od xkaféAxecfar = -ecle.

#87. A blot between § and  might be cancellation: # (or %) [ 8- ]? But  looks to me morelike v, and o[ nv]
might be read for 8.

9 Speic: addressing the Athenian assembly? éw 7éw dugorépwr: a threat from both sides? from both sca and
land?

3704. Texr wira MusicaL NOTATION
Plates 1V, VI

51 4B.18/G(1-3)b fr.r 11x11em Second century

Three scraps of musically notated text, unidentified. The text is written in a round
informal hand similar to but not I think identical with that responsible for the text of
XXV 2436, also musically notated. It may be assigned to the second century. The
notation seems to have been done with a thinner pen, and gives the impression of being
by another hand. The fact that the notational letters are differently formed from the
textual ones does not necessarily mean that they are by a second hand, for the notational
forms may have gone their own way, but I should prefer to recognize two scribes, as is
supposed also for 2436. Both sides of the papyrus are occupied. We may be dealing with a
codex, or, if the composition was short, with an opisthograph; the latter perhaps more
likely. At any rate there is no reason to suppose that more than onc composition is
represented.
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The notation is very loosely executed. The notes were apparently meant to be
positioned above the vowels, but the placing is far from precise. Similarly with the
rhythmical symbols that accompany the notes: the diseme (a superior bar) and
especially the stigme (a superior dot) tend to stray rightwards. In the transcription
offered below, the positions, as well as the forms, of the notes and of their attendant
symbols have necessarily been normalized. Add that their very identification is at many
points uncertain, and it will be clear that reliance on the transcription will be more than
usually precarious.

We have no coherent run of either text or music. The text may have common theme
with Hesiod’s Theogony, if Typhos at fr. 1 | 6 is not a misleading clue. It seems to be
predominantly dactylic or anapaestic. Sequences such as ... vo-|-vu ... (fr. 1 | 4,
—>57) rule out hexameters but could be either elegiac or anapaestic. ’ Epewdew, fr. 1 —> 4,
would normally scan v-w~, but v-- (as at E. IT 931, 970) is perhaps not excluded.
Musically notated texts are usually written in lines longer than the hexameter, non-
stichically. But fr. 2 — appears to have a line-end, with a longer line above; irregular
line-lengths suggest disposition ward criyov. The one surviving line-end is Kdmpe,
presumably --. The notational stigme should be applied on principles associated with
the metre, but I have been able to make little use of'its evidence, or of that of the leimma.

The surviving musical documents have been collected by E. Pohlmann, Denkmiler
altgriechischer Musik (Nuremberg 1970). Since then there have been published XLIV
3161 and XLIV 3162 (both third century), and a third-century Bc text of lyrics from
E. IA, P. Leid. inv. 510, CRAI 1973, 292-302; add also 3705.

In the notational transcription given below, + indicates a note too damaged for
identification. Dubious identifications are signalled as such in the apparatus, not the
transcript.

frr1 — . . . .
1 la.l

JEC 4+

S
—
—
—
m
W

I+ + +@® —CzZ°E =]

1. L. .. lvaceperrvwvovkevo, |

e

I+ [ 1+ 27121 71 z[
1.[....]. ovpoviovOnparer|

[&]

| T 0 :0EE[[+[
6 1. rovdercapevoc, |
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Text. 2 ¢f practically certain; then traces suggesting (s next letter almost completely lost except for trace
of apparent horizontal at letter-top level; then g, almost certain - After v, a curl at foot, a hole, then a vertical,

lost at foot: qi? 3 Abraded  After sccond ¢, perhaps v (not A); after third ¢ pcrlmps voruv 4.0
letter-top speck as of e.g. v or 7 5 o7[: the papyrus now has only [, but [ is clear on the
photograph 6 [, anomalous low traces

Notation. 2 Z, tailonly  After C the papyrus is damaged, and notes may have beenlost 4 and +
are slight traces, brokenabove 3 Z,orv  1'uncertain; thesurfaceismostly gone  Signs after Z most
uncertain: twospecks  Ofthe next note there is a trace asof the top bar of € Above v the first note(?) was
low and small (Q?); thereafter the surface is relatively undamaged, but the decipherment is uncertain: the
putative diseme is touching the putative 1, so that F would be an alternative transcription  The diseme
above € is unusually short, and the stigme at an unusual distance to right and above  Tinal I uncertain
4 Before ® perhaps ¢, but there arc further traces intervening  —, too low to be a diseme, and therc is no
apparent loss  After the second E, and less probably after the first, a stigme could have been lost; otherwise
the last five notes arc intact and clear 5 Dl\(,n‘l(,( ) after Z is low, but does not seem to be simply the tail
ofZ 1 notaltogethercertain - Above ov, 1{?) is very short and sloping; the combination is quite unlike that
ing

fr.1 . . . . .
1 ladap[

T ET[ I+
2], uedea, Sevdpwen, ik, [.].[
| Z4E+ +EO0E 1240]
3 1181wyeveryyeraunuevor|

0 Z2C A+ T F 0]
4 Jécxomedwvebebopeydo|

I -AS 0T S ] BT
5 Jetcedwvebavtpw [, 1nAle[
]+ EAE STA0TH]
6 JernpnTudwenck, [
Text. 2 |, apparentupright  After a, traces of one broad letter, perhaps v, or two narrow 5 Jex
visible on infra-red photograph 6 . [, ahook, mostsuitable for vamong vowels, rather lower than would

be expected for g or e

Notation. 2 ® not certain +, low horizontal, lost above 3 Between E' and E all most
uncertain  Last +, perhaps Lor 2 _4 First three notes not certain 5 No trage of notation until
the horizontal bar, at note level 6 K undamaged, but decipherment uncertain: € is an alternative

reading  Above ¢, possibly O”or anill-formed G, with diseme
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fr. 2 — J
. ) . 12[
1 | Jov[

I+ [ 14+ [ J+++0[
2 Inagl, ], em[ J.a.[..].c ¢of
I Ils [
3 ].kvmpe [ leverev|
1T ]+ + + [

. .

1 Blank: top of column?

fr. g — . J Blank or abraded
1+
1 |, oray|
1AL
2 Jage. [
1A A
3 1T
g Tirst A uncertain
Text

fr. 1 -> On the murder of a relative? In 2 cdvgupoc is the only acceptable reading I can find (e.g. 6
cdvarpoc éufod). In the next lines we are probably to recognize 3 dvéuew yepi, 4.° Epewdwr, § dviov O7pa, 6 (00)
dercdpevoc. If there is a connection with the | side, this could have something to do with Typhos, though
mention of the Erinyes would then need explanation. Or one could think of the castration of Uranus (which
generated the Erinyes, Hes. Th. 185). 7ir[ in 5 is possibly “Titan’. But the context can hardly be fixed.

fr. 1} 3 J1buw is an almost certain reading. | il yevéry makes a rcasonable beginning, but then what?
There scems little promisc in Iéra. yyyevij or ynyevérnyy would be very apt for Typhos, scemingly mentioned in
6 (ynyeviic [A.] PV 351, of Typhos; ylyavre yyyevérg mpocdpotoc E. Ph. 128, of Hippomedon, no doubt with
Typhos in mind, cf. A. Sept. 493 and Hes. Th. 183), but this is to move too far from the text. yeyaunuévov is
tempting, though it does scem to be 7, not y, that is written. Ifso, what neuter female (répac?) married her own
father (or son?)? This linc of approach is owed to Mr Parsons, who adduces Hyg. Fab. ‘praef.’ 3, where Tartarus
is listed among the offspring of Earth and Acther; Typhos was born (cf. on 5 below) of Earth and Tartarus.
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4 cxomédwv ééélfopev.

5 Cukeddw €€ dvrpw[v] JA0e. Typhos is invariably connected with Sicily; on the other hand, the cave
associated with him is not Sicilian but Gilician, where he was born (c.g. P. P. 1. 16, [A.] PVloc. cit. and Schol.).
But the manuscripts have év Cicedig at Apollod. 1. 6. 3 and Schol. PL. Phdr. 230 A.

6 The most promising articulation is perhaps Jernp 7 Tvddc 1 Cre, [ Aristotle knows of a Giant Acryp,
fr. 657 Rosc (I owe the reference to Mr Parsons). 1 find no Giant in Sc-; Ck¢[AMa would be at home in a
cataloguc of monsters. Or if rugdic ‘typhoorn’, mpn]erip ) Tuddre 3 cknmrde(?) offersitself (rudd kal mpmerfpl Ar.
Lys. 974, rvddwiow cknymrol Hermias, In PL Phdr. 75 A). Typhon had special Egyptian connections (sce esp. Hdt.
2. 156, 3. 5), but there is no indication that they are in play here; the same goes for his place in magic. In a post-
classical composition one would expect not Tvgdic (rvddc) but Tvddv (rvdaw); perhaps Tvpdic was chosen as
being more high-flown.

fr. 2 — g 'This line ends shorter than the preceding one: therefore Kémpe rather than Kbmpe-?

Notation

Identification of the musical notes and the accompanying symbols is more than ordinarily diflicult.
The papyrus is damaged, and the notation is loosely exccuted. Most if not all of the notes are letters
of the alphabet—it is the so-called ‘vocal’ notation that is used, as regularly—but they are not formed
in the same way as in the text itself. The most sccure guide to their identification is comparison with
the forms they take in other musical documents. XLIV 3161 and XXV 2436 arc palacographically
close.

On the front (—) of fr. 1, notes identifiable with some confidence are Z, E, O, C, ®, and 1. Z is often no more
than a sinuous curve (cf. 3161, less extreme); E is a similar but extended squiggle. O is gencerally clear enough,
though sometimes open at the top; it tends to be small and flattened. C shows some variation of form, but
consistently has a squarish appearance, its top being madc in a scparate stroke, more or less horizontal and
liable to be mistaken for the diseme. Of @ there is only one instance (4), but it is tolerably clear. 1 is rather
problematic. It looks clear towards the end of 5, and also at the end of 4, where it is a little curved but it is
only doubtfully rccognized at carlier points in 5 and in 3. Also on fr. 1 — are: a horizontal bar in 4,
apparcntly a note, something of a mystery, perhaps occurring again at |5; and a shallow cup in g, on which
sce just below. There is much else that is uncertain here, but that is attributable largely to the condition
of the papyrus.

Decipherment of the notation on the back (}) of fr. 1 is more troublesome. Z, Z, 1, and O are clear enough,
and perhaps C too, but in addition there are the following:

A shallow cup (clear twice in 5, once in 6; ¢f. —>3). Notes which this could conceivably represent are Y, 0
and U. T I should have expected to retain a shank, 6 to retain some trace of a central bowing, and ¥ (omega
Smriov) (o retain some vestige of its side-picees (cf. 3161). On musical grounds only T is acceptable, however
(see below, ‘Musical Interpretation’), so while I transcribe the note as v I shall refer to it less non-committally
as U, omega Smrriov. )

A sign looking something like an inverted version of this may be not anote at all, but the leimma symbol,
A: the leimma, or ‘rest’, is similarly formed as a simple arch in other papyri.

E is probably to be recognized in 6. Doubt is occasioned by its being formed exactly like C, only with a
superior dash.

In 5 and 6 O is dircctly followed by a stroke rising slightly from left to right: not a diseme, for there is a
diseme above. Such a stroke is found also with E (probably) at the end of 5. I would take it to be the dash which
in the scales of Alypius, much asin modern alphabetic notation, raises the note by an octave. Itis to be found in
the Berlin tragic papyrus (Péhlmann, no. 32, platcin SB K. Preyf. Akad. d. Wiss. 1918, opp. p. 768); the stroke
there is in a similar position but at an angle of about 45”.

The badly damaged fr. 2 adds nothing to thesc data. But fr. 3 — clearly has A,

Of rhythmical symbols, the leimma has alrcady been noted. The diseme and the stigme are both of
frequent occurrence, separately and in combination. They tend to be placed to the right of their note, but the
placing is very variable, and it is often uncertain whether or not a dotis to be taken as belonging to the previous
note. The double-point is clear at fr. 1 — 6.
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Musical Interpretation

The reasonably assured notes on fr. 1 —»are ® CO Z 1 Z. These form a consecutive sequence of notes (in the
diatonic genus) in three tonot:

Hyperionian: from mrapvrdry drdrewv to péey.

Ionian: a fourth higher, from mapvrdry pécwv to vijry covpupévar.

Hypolydian: from Aiyavoc pécwv to vijry Sielevyuévawr.

The same options were presented by 3161,

Iffr. 3 —, which has A, belongs to the same composition, Hypolydian may be excluded, for A (f#°) has no
placein it. In Ionian and Hyperionian it is a standing-note ($83yyoc éerdic; outer note of tetrachord, of fixed
pitch).
The music on the back may well be in the same tonos. Again we have O E1and 7, and probably ® and
C. There are also: a note which I have taken as U; O°; probably Z; and probably E. In the Ionian and
Hyperionian tonoi, E belongs only to the latter (7piry cornpuéva); and the same is true of 7 (rpiry
dmepBoraiwy), which is beyond the range of the Ionian.

Unless there was modulation xara 7évov (see on 3161, p. 63 n. 1, and the next number in the present
volume), all may be in Hyperionian. In that case, the music on fr. 1 —> is all but confined to the two lower
conjunct tetrachords, Smdrwy and pécwy; U, however, if rightly recognized in 3, takes us into the next
tetrachord up (but not via the standing-note péey, Z), whether conjunct (cowmupévar) or disjunct
(Selevypévarr). Fr. 1 | goes higher again: O is the common standing-note of the upper two conjunct
tetrachords, 8ielevypévewr and dmepBodalwy, while E” is the next note up.

On the front there is nothing which may not belong to the conjunct tetrachords dmdrwy, pécwv, and
covnupéva, i.c. to the lesser perfect system. But on the back we have (after aleimma) E @ in 6, which, if rightly
deciphered, must be within the conjunct tetrachord corupévav, while in the previous line (again after a
leimma) we have U0, a sequence which belongs to the disjunct tetrachord Sielevypévav; and in fr. 3 we have
A, the lower standing-note of the welevypévwr. If we are to interpret the composition with reference to the
theoretical treatises, the system must be the ‘immutable’, 76 duerdBolov.

Remaining unexplained is the note, if such it be, above e of *Epewdwr at fr. 1 —> 4; its ncighbours are @ and
C. Its form is a horizontal bar, too low to be a diseme. Such a note is attested in Alypius’ tables as ¢, but this
identification is discouraged by the fact that it is confined to the Phrygian (and Hypophrygian) and Dorian
(and Hypodorian) tonoi.

Nothing much can be said of the progressions. Sequences such as E € and & = show that movement
between tetrachords may be effected without standing-note mediation. One wonders whether tetrachordal
principles are operative at all.

Atfr. 1 — 3 we apparently have the sequence 1 U C Z I, which in U € (ncither of them a standing-notc)
incorporates a downward leap of a seventh (g™-a”). The progressions are usually small, however, and the single
surviving melism, :0E at fr. 1 — 6, is the smallest interval available in the diatonic genus. The melody is
beyond recovery.

Rhythmical Symbols
Stigme (superior dot). I cannot discern the principle informing the use of the stigme. Difficulties of reading

aggravate the problem. I thought first that it marked the biceps of dactyls (- and ~2), but this is to force the
cevidence in places.

Diseme (supcrior -). The diseme is of frequent occurrence, and is regularly associated with long syllables.
Its only apparent application to a short syllable is at fr. 1— 3 d(vdpew), but the decipherment is uncertain, That
it applies to the syllable rather than to the vowel is indicated by its presence with e.g. & &v(rpwv), fr. 1| 5. It
could be that the diseme is meant to attend every long syllable; though itis absent from 04(pa) fr. 1— 5. In that
casc, the function of the diseme would simply be to give musical recognition to metrical longa.

Double point (:). The double point occurs certainly at fr. 1 — 6, and probably at fr. 1 | § (immediately
before a lacuna). Itis used as in other musical documents: placed in front of a pair of notes set to asingle syllable
(a ‘melism’). The syllable in question is short, (ded)cd(pevoc): cf. on 3161,

Leimma (). The leimma, if rightly identified, appears in three successive lines onft. 1§ : once in 4, oncein
5, twice in 6. Each time it is accompanied by a diseme; in three of the four instances (5, 6 bis) it is accompanied
also by a stigme, and in the fourth instance (4) there is now a worm-hole where a stigme could originally have
been. The position of the leimma scems to be above the last letter of a word: ckonédws 4, Cicedews 5, |crnp 6,
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rudwé 6 (in the last instance the note belonging to w has slightly displaced the leimma rightwards). The
leimma more probably significs a ‘rest’ than a protraction. It is notable that in 4 and 5 it comes at the same
place in the same metrical sequence: vu-M-wu- 4, wu-N~--- 5; and it is tempting to extend the affinity to
accommodate the stigmai and disemes 100, as follows: Uo=A=0U= 4, vozn=2= 5, The leimma would be asign
of what in metrical terms is syncopation, or perhaps of catalexis: we could even see clegiacs here, the leimma
coming at pentameter-end. But this, while not I think incompatible with the evidence, does go beyond it (e.g.
the beginning of 5 is seemingly without any notation at all); and it hardly fits the occurrences in 6, even though
we may note that the first leimma is followed by —2-, just as in 5. On the most natural reading of the text of 6
(sce on “Text” above) the leimma articulates the text: Jernp M 7 rogac M 7 e, [

Oblique (). Atfr. 1 | 3 7 is followed by an oblique stroke. This is much closer to perpendicular than the
near horizontal dash with O and Z, so that Z is certainly not to be read. It could possibly be the letter I, Z1 then
being a melism on (¢)8t(w), but in that case we should expect the double-point to precede, as atfr. 1 — 6. An
oblique does occur in other musical documents (see at 3161). Its function is obscure.

The problems of reading and interpretation make it impossible to sce with any clarity the extent of
observance of word-accent in the melody. But there are at any rate two cases where unaccented syllables are
apparently set (o a higher note than the accented: xepi at fr. 1 — 3 (e-d) and ¢éviov at fr. 1 — 5 (d-¢-d). This
suggests, what is no surprise, that the music is not of classical or even Hellenistic date; it may be practically
contemporary.

3705. TexT wirH MusicaAL NOTATION
Plate 11

16 2B.50/H(b) 7.5 X 4 cm Third century

A single line of text, written several times over in an informal third-century hand, is
given a variety of musical settings, written apparently by the same hand. Liturgical? But
the text is iambic, by the looks of it.

The text is written along the length of a kéAnpa-joint, in the direction of the fibres.
This means that we are dealing with a charia transversa (see E. G. Turner, Actes du XVe
Congrés Int. de Pap. i, Pap. Brux. 16, ch. 4). It may be that the other side had been put to
use in normal fashion, and that the musical text is written transversely on the back; the
other side 1s in fact blank, but it is only 4 cm across.

poVozZ 1Lz

700 87 Tédmov TL [y

e MV ZI MZ IE Ol & [

-~ A /
700 07 Témov TL [N

3 M PMUT P CJ

700 87 Témov TL |

4 MV VZZVVEEl]

~— e
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Above |. 1, a few traces of ink at various points: unclear whether they belong to the notation or to a
preceding line of text.

Text. 1 First o of romov In alteration.
Notation. 2 ], or P . [, trace at papyrus edge, position suitable for Z, O not excluded 4 MY,
inferior hyphen perhaps lost ~ E (bés) in apparent correction

Text
If iambic, priupa or pyyudvev-, and probably 7¢ rather than =4

Music

Recognized notes are G, P, 0, E, M, 1, Z, and U (inverse Q). All these are reasonably assured except M,
which scems to have been written more stiffly at the line beginning than within the line and in neither case
much like a textual g; but the identification is given comfort by this note’s comparable variability of
formation in P. Oslo inv. 1413. 15-19 (Oslo B, no. 37 Péhlmann, Denkméler altgr. Musik). Remaining
unidentified is a note transcribed as V.

These notes (¥ apart) may suggest that this composition, like several others (see at XLIV 3162), was in
the diatonic genus of the Hypolydian tonos. In Hypolydian G is mapavijry of the tetrachord dmepBodaiwy, and
the other identified notes belong variously to the disjunct and conjunct tetrachords, which according to the
Alypian tables were constituted in diatonic Hypolydian as follows:

pécy  disjunct

[

CPOEM I Z U (e)
[ [ | ||
conjunct

(A tetrachord’s bounding-notes make a fourth; the disjunct tetrachord’s lower bounding-notc is a tone above
péon, enabling a fifth.) But in view of a progression such as ZM (L. 1, ¢f. the melism MZ in 1. 2), which on the
Hypolydian hypothesis violates the integrity of the tetrachordal structure, it is probably more realistic to
recognize xard révor modulation with the Lydian, in which tonos the CPMI tetrachord is pécwy; the
modulation being effected in regular fashion via the common standing-note Z (1. 2, MZ 1, cf. L. 4).

But all thisignores ¥ which is a mystery. The most suitable note from a musical standpoint would seem to
be I, but while I'is not consistently formed (ac least, not if T have rightly recognized it in 1. 1 and 4), it is quite
distinct from ¥ which I cannot believe to represent the same note. Also untenable palacographically arce I, 5,
and 5, the notes of the next tetrachord up. A note which ¥ could conceivably represent is what the Alypian
tables offer as V (in origin, inverted labda), which is Hypolydian rapvrdry dmdrewv (an octave below &, mpiry
Sielevyuévaw), but that scems musically all but incredible; it would entail progressions highly anomalous in
themselves and quite out of keeping with the rest of the composition. I cannot solve.

Rhythmical notation is minimal. The hyphen has its conventional function of linking a pair of notes set to
a single syllable (its omission from 1Z in 2 may be inadvertent or may be due to there being scarcely room for
it). Otherwisc there is nothing but a single diseme, placed on the first note of 1. 1. The stigme (the dot that
distinguished dpcue from Bécuc) is not used; Oslo B, which is iambic, provides a parallel.

If the notes sct to rémov in L. g are rightly identified, there was no respect for the tonic accent.

All the musical indications are that this was a contemporary composition.
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3706. TreaTISE ON Music
Plate VII

LB 120/E(c-d) fr.rr2x10cm Second -third century
The text of thesc few fragments of a musical treatise, the largest with remains of two
columns but broken on all sides, is written across the fibres, presumably on the back ofa
roll. On the other side some faint traces of a large documentary hand can be made out,
. written apparently the other way up. The text of the treatise is in an informal, rather
“irregular hand, freely ligatured, assignable to the later second or earlier third century-
8¢, kal, uwév and ydp are routinely abbreviated. I see no good indication of column-width
or -height. L

The treatise was no clementary one. If T have correctly recognized TPLTOGLST?C at1ib
(the word is previously unattested), fr. 1 has to do with a tetrachord’s two‘mner or
movable notes, discussed with reference not to Alyavoc and wapymdr, as in ArlStOXFIr.llls
and clsewhere, but to rapavirn and 7piry. The discussion may concern the tr:fnsltlon
from one genus to another (the three genera being the diatonic, chromatic, and
enharmonic), resulting in a mixed melopoeia. But exact reconstruction seems out of
reach.

Another—if indeed not the same— treatise on dppovix is represented by IV‘667,
which is very probably by Aristoxenus himself (Mountford in J. U. Powell and E. A.
Barber, New Chapters in the History of Greek Literature, 2nd ser. 180f.). Even if it does no_t
belong with that, the present text may well be Aristoxenean, whether the afxthor 15
himself or a later expositor. It could come from Aristoxenus’ treatment either of
modulation (perafodd) or of melopoeia: his discussion of these, the sixth and -seventh (.)f
the seven parts of dppovicd (Harm. 2. 38. 7-27), is missing from what survives of l}ls
musical works, the transmitted three books that go under the name of Appovia. CT?LXE‘“'

These are not the only Oxyrhynchus texts for which Aristoxenean auth(.)I‘Shlp haf
been mooted. Alongside dpuoviri stood puBuici and perpuxip; and it is to Arlstoxenu.s
‘Pubuica Crouyeia that 19 + XX XIV 2689 has been attributed. But in view of certain
apparent discrepancies with what little is transmitted of that work, ascription to a post-
Aristoxenean rhythmician may be better.
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fr. 1 fr. 2
col. i col. i1
] [ 1.0
Jeval ] e Jawcwr, [
Jrodw.[]  ewcroBapl ). oo, [
Jededrlo fadA] ], wereta, |
Jexdia e, [ 5 JcBamd, |
5 ], . kmypedo rope] .. [ verawp]
I7[. . 1. osov. . piroednc, Sevral 1.. . avrove[
1. peéovkpaicravréc mwd| 1. cwvyw|
Jatronfocperwdetrary .. povi| ]. wdakr, |
18tarovovmapg., . . . [] [ ]a. [ 10 Tvrote, ... [
10 ]gx[ﬁ]géTovﬂaﬂaV 7l Tryviwva|
Jpermeryl. Joévrepa, [] il lepuern. [
].ovéwaBa, e, | ] Ta| Jrerpax. [
Jwxevapuoy| ] e[ 1. vyernl
JMadecrovr| ] ay[ 15 Jmal. vl
15 Jaovu[ ... T[] - vyl Iv. [

Jror|
l.eg [

fr. 111 af, probably last letter of line 2 [, ¢ suggested, o not excluded, hardly § 3 Jed,
hardly & M intact, but possibly v (written as in 12, 15) { in little question, but -§ conceivable
5 1. ., lower parts, e suggested 6 ].,foot of upright ., feet of two apparent uprights, then a, A, 72
At end, perhaps ev 7 1., curved upright as of 5 supralin. e cursive 8 marg., very faint traces,
possibly offset 9 ....,consistent withvyry 11 Aftery, holc of suitable size for ¢ or ¢, probably too
narrow forv  Atend, short upright suggesting ¢, not excluding ¢ 12 ],,sloping upright, possibly ¢, but
with suggestion of leftward curve at topasof w  _, foot of upright, then traces consistent with v 14 §,
or a? 17 . [, perhaps o

fr. 2. 3 ],, high speck, v acceptable, not a 5 [, foot of upright, 5 or (better?) ¢ 61 ..
specks suggesting o, then perhaps y[i} 71..., € 8 1., a or e suggested 91,y
orr 10 . ,,.[,scattered specks
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fr. 1 fr. 2

col. 1 col. il

1.1

Jxva x{al) y(ap) e[ Jawcov, . [
Jrorv, [] €lc 76 Bap| c]ymﬁwv. [
1 éAeMilo- p(&v) GAA[ ], der’ ééa.
] éx Sua- welo[ 5 JcBarnd, [
5 pleweri pedo-  ic(ad) op[ Jo y[fverar pl
17[. . 1. owov. . Tpiroeidyc, devral ]... adroi¢[
1. peiberov k(al) pddcr’ adr(ai)c mwd| 1. cov oyl
las 76 o pedwdeirar y(ap) pw yi[ Jre SaxTy[A
] iardvouv mapaviiry[c] [.]e. [ 10 Jvroe, ... [
o cuv]eyec 8(8) To00 dmav ol ]VVULwV‘l[
Jpurme [ ] Sévrépa. wlev)[ Je perrn, [
1. ov Swafaive;, [ ra[ ] rerpaxo[pd
Jw k(al) évappoy[iw ev| 1. vyernl
1AAa §et rour| av| 15 Jmal. Jol
5 Tovpl, .. 1.1 vl Jv. [
J7or[ . . . . .
on(ev)ol
fr. 3 fr. 4 fr. 5 fr. 6

1. .70 JeA[ Ir'me[ Imol
Vo7l 18e¢[ 1.0 :
Ivro, [ Jvde, [
Jovma[

5 Jepaw[
16o70]
1.en|

fr.g.2 }.,v?

fr. 4. Thisscraplooks as if it may come from the lower right of fr.. 1 i, perhaps to the right of 1I. 15-17, but I
cannot preciscly place it.

Remaining: three tiny scraps with illegible traces.
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fr.1i1 Jva. Ifrighty read, little oflers but (-)ydv]xv a-? It is to 76 BodAectac yAvxaivew dei on the part of
musicians that Aristoxenus attributes the displacement from popularity of the enharmonic genus, with its
extreme intervallic differences within the tetrachord, by the chromatic and diatonic, Harm. 1. 23. On P. B.
Meyer’s interpretation of 4 yAvkeia podea at Pl Lg. Bozc 6 as a reference to the chromatic genus sce W, D.
Anderson, Ethos and Education, 195.

2 Apparently not Avd[¢]-, of the ‘Lydian’ mode.

3 2Aehfol[p-, however surprising textually, looks the best reading palacographically. pelilo- is perhaps
not quite excluded, but that too is not a word one would expect to find (Phld. Mus. xi 87, fr. 12 [= bk. 31r. 30]
3f., but no occurrence that I can recall in the mainstream treatises). An alternative decipherment might be
Jeder-Bo.

4 e 8wl[rdvou? Cf. g below, and on 6, 8.

5 Ifpeloistight (the papyrusis damaged and ink lost, but pelisinlittle doubtand it isdifficult to take the
last letter as any other vowel), pedo{[moi- is very probable: hardly 74 pedo[moulg, if preceded by w: (-)p]etern
peo[mouda would well suit the remains. (i again atfr. 2. 12, but there so spelt; and cf. 7 below?) In Aristides
Quintilianus’ chapter on melopocia, 1. 12 (Aristides treats melopocia as the final, seventh part of dpponiri, 1.5
Jin., cf. Aristox. Harm. 2. 38), it is stated that pedomoréar can differ from onc another in respect of genus, syster,
révoc, Tpémoc, and Hloc (p. 0. 8-15 W-I}; clearly we should need to have more of the context before we could
know just what would be mcant by mixed melopocia here, but it docs scem that change of genus, and
correspondingly of ethos, is under discussion. Aristoxcnus’ general statement on gencera (which constitute the
first of the seven parts of dppovuc, Harm. 2. 35 init.), Harm. 2. 44. 24-7, goes név péloc Ectar frou Sudrovoy 7
xpwpaTicoy 1 dvapuovikoy 7 ik Tov éx TodT W 1 Kowdy TOUTWY] Cleonid. 6 (p. 18g9f. Jan) gives exegesis, cf.
Bellermann’s Anon. ii 14 (p. 5. 11-13 Najock), Ptol. Harm., p. 38. 33-39. 16 Diiring. For gencric modulation
(peraBor) cf. Bacch. 50, 52 (p. 304 Jan), Cleonid. 13 (p. 205 Jan), DH Comp. 13. 1-2. piicis one of the three
constituent parts of melopoeia listed by Aristides (29. 2-7 W-I), but this can have no bearing on ‘mixed
melopocia’, for any melopoeia, mixed or not, will have pific—of notes, of vocal loci, of kinds of mclody, ctc.

6 rpiroeidic is addendum lexicis. The reading is not perfectly assured but I find no other. olov TpiToedijc
possible. The formation is analogous Lo pecoeidiic, vnroeidic, etc., and will refer to the pitch or pitch-range of
the note 7piry in relation to the other notes of the tetrachord.

At g below we apparently have ic] Sardvov mapaviirnc, diatonic mapaviry. mapavijry and Tpiry are the
inner pair of notes of the upper tetrachords. A tetrachord’s inner notes are ‘movable’, i.c. they have no
invariable pitch relative either to cach other or to the tetrachord’s bounding notes, the ‘standing’ notes. The
intervals within the tetrachord will vary according to genus-—diatonic, chromatic, or enharmonic. The
diagram opposite illustrates the tetrachordal structure.

The fundamental discussion is that of Aristoxenus on the range or locus of the Ayavoc, 6 Aixavoedic rémoc:
Harm. 1. 22-7, cf. 2. 49-52. Myavoc and wmapumdry are the movable notes of the lower tetrachords,
corresponding to mapaviiry and 7piry in the upper ones. Aristoxenus cxpressly chooses the péen-Aixavoc-
mapumrdry-dardry tetrachord (the tetrachord pécwv) as being the most familiar to students (1. 22. 12-21). Later
theorists followed his lead: thus Aristides Quintilianus says there are two kinds of movable notes, of pév
napuraroadeic of 8¢ Aixavoedeic (p. 9. 251 W-I); similarly Bacchius (p. go2. 8 Jan).! Theoretically there is no
reason that the loci of a tetrachord’s movable notes should not be discussed with reference to mapavifry and
rpirgjust as well as with reference to Myavoc and mapvmdry, but presumably there is some special reason for the
presence of the former pair here.

It may or may not be significant that mapavijrn and 7péry arc the inner notes of both the conjunct and the
disjunct tetrachords; the conjunctis bounded by vijry (covpupévwr) and péen (which is the higher standing note
of the adjacent tetrachord), the disjunct by viry (Srelevypévarw) and mapauéen, mapapéen being a tone above
pécn. The relation of the movable notes to the standing notes (and to cach other) will be identical in either case,
but the entire disjunct tetrachord is a tone higher than the conjunct. Nicomachus, introducing the conjunct
tetrachord, says that its vy coincides in pitch with the (diatonic) mapaviiry of the disjunct (11. 5, p. 259. 6-15
Jan); it would also be true to say that the diatonic mapavijry of the conjunct tetrachord would fall in the same

1 \yavoediic and mapumaroadic are the only previously atiested -eidsjc compounds of movable notes. Such
compounds in the casc of §mdry, péen, and vijry (e.g. Aristid. Quint. 28. 11-29. 1t W-I) arc of a different order,
since they refer to a greater span than the individual notes.



3706. TREATISE ON MUSIC 53

I 11
., , ,
Smdrnfuécy vy
I tone
diatonic 1\
chromatic
1 tone Alyavoc TopaviTy
enharmonic \L
diatonic 4
Slecuc chromatic TapuTdTY TpiTy
cnharmonic N
} tone I ——
Slecic
., , , ,
vrdTy wéey[mapapéenfviiry

The dotted lines indicate the extremities of range of the movable notes, acc. to Aristox. Harm. 1. 22-7 (cf.
Theo Sm. p. 56 Hiller). '

The first set of note-names applicd to the lower tetrachords (Smdrwy and pécwv), the second set to the
upper (corpppévar|Bielevypévwr, otherwise mirwy, and dmepBodaiwy).

pitch-range as the 7péry of the disjunct. Cf. Ptol. Harm. 2. 6. But it should be stressed that there is nothing in the
surviving text to indicate that more than a single tetrachord is in question.

7 At first blush, (<)uelfee (cf. 5 uleicr), whether future or dative; but since the first hand wrote peée, not
wifec ot peifer, and ob (or of) xal pdAwcra is not oo likely a continuation, it may be worth raising the possibility
of (-)Mewf(e){ov: a musicologist Meixias? Aristox. Harm. contains one or two names not known from other
sources. Names in Mef(1)- are Attic or Eretrian (Bechtel, Hist. Personennamen 303).

8 perafdMer]ar (c.g.) 76 Hfoc. Ethical effect was dependent not only on choice of dpuovia and of
rhythm (PL R. 398400, Arist. Pol. 1339-40) but also on choice of genus: the carliest and most notable
testimony is the pre-Aristoxencan polemic of P. Hib. 1 13. 13-23 (the chromatic cannot make men cowardly,
nor the enharmonic brave: Actolians cte. use the diatonic but are braver than the tragedians, who habitually
use the cnharmonic), on which text sec Crénert, Hermes 44 (1909) 503-21, W. D. Anderson, Ethos and Education
147 52. Genus is technically a matter of the pitching of the tetrachordal movable notes, which is what appears
to be under discussion in this column; sce the diagram in 6 1. above. At Aristid Quint. 1.6 (p. 10. 13-15 W-I)
one of the five categories of note-diflerentiation is kard 76 §oc: érepa yap 407 Toic Sfvrépoic (sc. $Odyyouc,
‘notes’), érepa roic Bapurépoic Emirpéyer, xal érepa pév mapumaroedécw, érepa 8¢ hixavoedécw. Here as elsewhere
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ethical effect merges with ethical property. Aristoxenus makes very little of ethical effect (NB Harm. 2. 31; 1
cannot agree with L. P. Wilkinson, CQ 32 (1938) 175, that ‘he tooisat heart an cthos-monger’), but cach genus
could be said to have an cthos proper to it, and that may be the application here: cf. Harm. 2. 48. 31-49. 2,
asserting by the way the distinct ethos of each of the three genera, and 1. 28. 20-22, where musicians are said to
approximate the enharmonic genus to the chromatic covemenwpévov Tof f0ovc (sc. of the enharmonic; 46ovc is
Meibom’s correction of the manuscripts’ €dovc, and seems to me certain: Da Rios, however, adopts Laloy’s
pédouc); this latter passage has already been adduced on 1 above. Definitions of the generic ifly are offered by
later writers, e.g. Theo Sm. pp. 54-6 Hiller, Anon. Bell. §26 ~ Aristid. Quint. p. g2. 22-30 W-1. The generic
‘shades’, or ypba, Aristox. Harm. 2. 49-52, do not scem here to be in question, The generic (and intrageneric)
divisions as recognized by Aristoxenus and Archytas are comprehensively treated, in terms of harmonic ratios,
by Ptol. Harm. 1. 12-14, cf. 1. 15f, 2. 1, and also his remarks on Didymus ¢ wovcixdc in 2. 13; there is no hint of
such mathematical sophistication here.

9 Sce on 6 above.

10 covexec 8(¢) 1050 dmav (dmav|[re 7@ . . . ?)? The (pitch-)movement of sound can be said to be
continuous as opposcd to intervallic, Aristox. Harm. 1. 8-10. In this sense the theoretical movement of a
movable note between the extremities of its range (whether its total range or its range within a given genus)
might be said to be continuous, as it were on a sliding scale. This would be consonant with Aristoxenus’
discussion of the locus of the Myavoc, where issue is taken with of d@Mo: who assign a single position to the Myavoc
within cach genus and an infinity of Aiyavou is asserted. But more pertinent may be the concept of melodic
continuity outlined at Aristox. Harm. 1. 27-9, where a natural sequence is posited (éoucev 7 peovs) Te0évac kara
covéyerar Td 1€ Sactiipara xal Tove $hSyyovc ducuaiy Twa covfecv SapuAdrrovca, ob iy perd wiv SudcTnpa
pewdoica obir’ icov obr” dvicov) and vigorous exception is taken to the practice of the dppovicof, who offered
as consccutive a serics of minimal intervals or 8iécerc; a proper treatment of the matter is promised év roic
Crowyetoc. Cf. the remark attributed to of mepi Adpwva in Aristid. Quint. 2. 14 (p. Bo. 25-29 W-I), referring to
the ethical effect of the notes of even a covexijc pedwdia.

11 Rather than me]pi miic 79[e] €vrépas, as 1 first imagined, perhaps r]pirye rj[c] Sévrépac, ‘the higher
(sharper) 7piry’. The 7plry (~ mapumdry), unlike the mapaviiry (~ Aixavoc), had only two genus-ranges, not
three, since the lowest extremity of the diatonic rpéry would coincide with that of the chromatic (Aristox. 1. 26.
35-27. 1, and cf. 2. 52. 1-8); but whilc its genus-ranges were only two, on Aristoxenean theory the number of
possible rpirar would presumably be infinite (thus he speaks of ‘the lowest chromatic mapurdry’). What is
meant by ‘the higher 7pir7’, then, is unclear, for even those who assigned to the movable notes fixed positions
according 10 genus will have recognized three 7piras, not just two; presumably it made sense in context. A
diatonic mapairy (9) would normally entail a diatonic, i.¢. high, 7piry.

12 Siafaiver (or -ew) may have been preceded by ré]mov: of a movable note’s passing from one genus-
range (rémoc) 10 another? Swafaivew is used by Aristoxenus in a context of intervallic sound-movement, Harm.
1. 8. 27, 9. 15, cf. Ptol. Harm. p. 38. 5 Diiring év 7} mpdc 76 padaxov 8iafdcec.

13 xpwparic|d k(al) évappov|iw scems likely (rather than duardv]e, since the chromatic and enharmonic
arc adjacent).

col. il 2 elc 76 Bap[drepov (‘lower’, flatter’) vel sim. elc [76 6€u(-) in the previous line? But é&ri, not el is
regular in such phrascs, both in Aristoxenus and elsewhere.

5 oufolmc, 6 ulév, ctc.

6 uedw}ldeirals a possibility, cf. i 8, ii 4.

7 78}mw? With 8 $évré]pw, Bapuré]pw, éré]pe? Or that could be éyyuré]pw (cf 2. 11 n.).

8 yi[v-?

15 Perhaps mapalvi[#y (i 9) or »ij[rn (the upper standing-note).

fr. 2. 3 cJupdwr-: aflter v not a, €, 7, 1, or w: perhaps -ov. Of consonant intervals (fourth, fifth, octave, etc.)
as distinct from Sagpwr-, cf. e.g. Aristox. Harm. 2. 44. 28T

4 et éf ad[7-? -cfos in the next line will be an infinitive.

5 10¢[crov, 1 Bi[drovoc, ¢.g.

8 Probably cither the tetrachord plécwv, or ia wlacdv, the octave (the span of a pair of tetrachords
disjunct), one of the cdpdwra.

9 Sawryp[A- (v[ not suggested but not excluded): somewhat surprising, whether ‘finger’ or ‘dactyl’. If the
former, which seems likelier, perhaps with reference to the production of intervals by finger-stopping of the
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string (xopd7); c.g. the 8ud macdv is produced by stopping midway, i.c. halving the string; discovery of such
ratios was Pythagorean; but mention of “finger(s)” in such a connection (whether yopds or aulos is in question,
and whether large intervals or those diflerentiating the genera), for all that it would have pleased Curt Sachs,
smacks of the sort of empiricism invcighed against by Aristox. Harm. 2. 41-3.

11 Jvyviwvg| is a puzzling sequence. 76 Jv yviwv scems unlikely, even with 8axrvd- above, though Dr Rea
ingeniously suggests that the word might have been chosen because peddv would be confusing; then the
discussion may have something to do with the movement of fingers and limbs in time to the music. Another
course is to postulate corruption: éJvyviwv for éyyiwy, with the v of éyydc retained? &yyiwv is the form used by
Aristides Quintilianus; Aristoxenus has éyyvrépw. Itis by reference to the éyydrc or paxpdryc of the intervals
within the tetrachord that the three genera are distinguished, Aristid. Quint. p. 15. 23 W-I.

fr. 3. 2 (mapa)]viir[n is open.
6 ]8oro[. A -8oroc compound could well be a proper name, but I know of no such musicologist, and
articulation as e.g. odroc] 8’ 6 7[moc is available.
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3707. TREATISE ON METRES
Plate VII

Second century

32 4B.1/M(1-2)a fr. 2 5.4 % 14.5 cm

Three fragments written in a practised informal second-century hand, smallish and
flattened, with many ligatures; blank on the back. The text is set out in the same sort of
way as II 220. Metrical schemes, kavdvec, their analysis indicated by means of vertical
bars, are discussed and exemplified by (unattributed?) quotations. 220 follows a
derivational system of analysis (perhaps better transformational, since there is no hint of
derivation from the two ‘prime’ metres, the hexameter and the trimeter), and 3707 may
have been composed on similar lines; in fact it may be another copy of the same work,
though the apparent hiatus at fr. 2. 4 suggests not. The odds are that the author was a
practising poet himself: 220 v-vi, and cf. the cases of Varro and Caesius Bassus, who
espouse similar methods of analysis.

The new text gives us known quotations from the Lesbians and from Callimachus
(rig, 2. 12, 2. 5) and one previously unattested, perhaps from Sappho (11 6).

220 was reedited by Consbruch as Mantissa 5 of his Teubner text of Hephaestion.
Its place in ancient metrical theory is examined by Leo, GGN 1899, 495-507. I cite the
Latin metricians from Keil’s Grammatici Latini, though I have consulted more recent
editions where available.

fr. 1 col. i col. i1

]. : .[ S .][.

R avryy|
] emald, [
|rwpavacebev rawapu|
JiscvAraBovue

1. mrpvecxaryy
5 Juerpovarara

1. wyewc, Bpotc
]. wpodoyikov

fen

()

|rerrovdeek

Jowe. [ LI

col. ii. 2 | [, mid-line speck, a, o?
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fr. 2 fr. g col. 1 col. i1

Jrovkavwy [

(W R AW RN

RERIeY |

] 7|
]. overracvAraBovro| Tve dewo[
Jowevdeiecty, , eTorov] ]055 5 [
5 |nmaienraraxie, | JuBov [
Jvravwy [ Jevw o0
@ 1. pa T
] ‘ [ Jue Tode[
]. corhaBoveexeryw, [ 1.v ) Tpox|
Jvm. 7o, deov, | Jw 7l
10 Ine. ovderovo( ].¢. . [

IndegrapBor| ] oL
Jav[. 1éamodro, [ 1.

Tval. Jacvy. | -
] [ J [ col. ii. 8 Above L[, papyrus stripped

15 10 1.0

= .. . .
2 177, papyrus missing immediatcly
below, any inferior symbols lost

fr. 111 I should suppose —wv directly preceded; before that, T am not sure. See on 7 below.

The bar-lines demarcate the ydpad (sedes, metrical ‘positions’, cf. ¢.g. 220 iii 11; the term is Aristoxencan,
Apthon. GLvi 70. 13) into which the verse is analysed. The xavdvec presented in the epitome of Heph. 7. pérpov
(43-6 Consbruch; the analyses there are by syzygy rather than by foot) usc not short and long signs buta and g
(which indicate time-values, 8 = disemic).

2 dcaporépac odddpa mipava (mw Eipava) céfev tixowcar Sappho 91, quoted by Heph. 11.5(36.17C.) as
the second of two examples of the ionic a maiore acatalectic tetrameter known as the ‘aeolic’, ie. g-vv, ——vv,
——uv, ~u—0, Atfirstsight it looks as if --- mhpava céfev in the papyrus exemplifics the metrical scheme beneath
which it is written, but this can be so only if (i) our author is scanning w¢pdra, against prosodic doctrine
(Chocrob. on Heph. 14. 1, 251. 7-11 C,, cf. 244. 10f. C.: Hamm, Grammatik zu Sappho und Alkaios 233; not that
such a scansion would not be understandable in itself), and (ii) the quotation is terminated at céfev. The 16-
syllable mentioned in the next line is most naturally taken as implying the full quotation.

3 Hephacstion applies the term éxxaidexacsdaBov only to the ‘sapphic’, 55 —wu-—vv——wu-u¥, as do
the Latin treatises too (Apthonius, Atilius Fortunatianus), but it would be equally appropriate of the ‘aeolic’,
i.c. the versc exemplified by the foregoing quotation.

4 &l mw &eydrny: of transposition (3 pe|[ra-) to the end, I take it, cf. e.g. Schol. metr. Pi. M. g (149. 9f.
Drachmann), 76 {’ éykwitoloyikdy perarefeicne thc mpdrnc éari 7w écxdryw, and sce further on 7 below.

5 Prerpd|uerpov drard|[Aprrov. This could apply either to the ‘acolic’ (Heph: 36. 13 G.; jonic) or to the
‘sapphic’ (Heph. 84. 11 C.; antispastic; cf. Atl. Fortunat. GL vi 295. 18-296. 13), though not necessarily to
either.
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The concept of catalexis, except simply with reference to verse-end, is alien to derivation-theory, which
speaks rather in terms of syllabic removal or addition, but a reference in 220 (ix 18) to ‘catalectic dimeters’ is
comparable. This may indicate contamination with the ‘Alexandrian’ metrics represented for us by
Hephaestion, as does the antispastic analysis implicit at 220 iv 13.

6 Avyéwc dfpoc, dfpoic (afpowce precluded by syllabification), cvidently a quotation. New. Sappho?
Anacreon? If aBpocc, which is likely, perhaps continue u-[| (cf. 1 above) or v—-}| (cf. 7 below); but probably not
an encomiologicum, for of that, other stock examples were to hand (cf. Heph. cited in next note). Presumably
an incipit: beginning () Mobca (Moica)?

7 76 éy]kwpiodoyiidy, i.c., most probably, —wu-uu— X —u--, ase.g. Heph. 15. 10 (50. 18-21 C.), there as
clsewhcre analysed as asynartete, —su~vu- + u-u-y, and excmplificd by Ale. 383 and Anacr. 393 (97
Gent.). Sacerdos, GL vi 543. 26-544. 5, calls this the encomiologicum stesichorium and identifics another
encomiologicum, the archilochium, —wv—uu-| X ~u- x ~u- (which could fit the metrical scheme given in 1
above).

Unclear is the relation of the 16-syllable (whether the ‘sapphic’, the ‘acolic’, or something clse again) to
the encomiologicum, and of either of them to the metrical scheme. It might be said that if the first element of
the aeolic (2, 3) is transferred to the end (3-4 pel[raredeicne Tic mpdirnc culdafiic] émd v ecxdrmy), the given
scheme results. In that case the scheme is ~ou——vu——vu_y-LY (which conventionally would be analysed as
choriambic; it would be an acatalectic tetrameter, cf. 5, but contrast the analysis implicd by the scheme). But
what then of the encomiologicum? Or the scheme could be a catalectic encomiologicum. But what then of the
16-syllable? An argument integrating all the data, though necessarily speculative, would be: just as the sapphic
16-syllable may be converted into the acolic (Sapph. g1) by transferring its first syllable to the end, so the given
scheme (g-vv-wu-v-o¥, exemplified by the verse quoted in 6), treated likewise, becomes an encomio-
logicum. Atall events, such a conversion procedure, a perdfecic (Heph. m. wérp. fr. 2 inlac., cf. Varro, de ling. lat.
5. 6 traiectio, Caes. Bas. GL vi 2771. 6 permutatio), would be very much of a picce with the procedures of mpdcfecec
and ddaipecic found in 220, and finds precise analogues in the Latin derivationist metricians, c.g. Atil.
Fortunat., GL vi 297. 9-15: the alcaic hendecasyllable (the Greek example given is dva¢ Amodov mai peydrw
Aioc, which we scem to have also at fr. 2. 12 below), si primam syllabam in ultimum transtuleris, becomes a sapphic
hendecasyllable.

8-9 Perhaps 705 8¢ éx|[rardexacuArdBov, though not so written at g above.

col. ii 2 émel a[icTvA-?

3 o are ligatured, suggesting «at ap- (dua, dugdrepa, al.) rather than -ka fa[pf-.

The coronis will be marking the end of a ‘book’ or a section. 220 xii 4f. refers to a topic to be treated
& 70 [perd robro (or a numeral?) §]mopwipare, but the break signalled by the coronis may be less
major.

fr. 2. 2 ‘T is presumably the notation for a syllable which is short according to the basic scheme (note
that along pregedes) but which admits a long in substitution: the counterpartis "Y', seen at fr. 1 1 1 above, 220
vii 2, xiii 14; o and 8% in Hephaestion’s schemes are the equivalents. But only here does such a notation occur
other than at the end of a scheme (unless at 7 below: see there): I take it to be the final syllable of a colon which
could stand as an independent verse but which here has another colon appended to it—a case of Sucaradptio
(Apthon. GL vi 62. 121F, cf. Heph. 15. 24f).

1-5 In 5 we have 7 maic 7 kardxde[croc, Call. fr. 401: not quoted in the epitome of Heph. 7. pérp. but at
both Heph. 7. morudrav (Poém.) i 3 (64. 1-8 C.) and [Heph.] 7. mofuaroc 1 (58. 20 C.), in exemplification of
stichic use of képpara; cf. Caes. Bas. GLvi 261. 10, and perhaps add Apthon. GL vi 164. 35-165. 1 (in lac.). Ttis
a heptasyllable, and called the pherecratean. Pepexpdr]eiov émracsAaBor offers itselfin 3, and the scheme may
have begun ~—-v]w-o. If this is so far right, what of the sccond half? It is apparcntly trochaic, with resolution
at least theorctically admitted. The end is possibly [ (cf. fi. 1 1), but I think more probably [-'T, which
would give an ithyphallic; though the possibility that it was longer cannot be excluded. Resolved ithyphallics
are in fact attested for Callimachus, if only —but perhaps significantly, since he is our most important exponent
of transformational metrics—by Caesius Bassus, GL vi 255. 10-12 (Call. fr. 402). Known Callimachca
cmploying compound verses of which the second limb is an ithyphallic, though nowhere resolved, are cpigrr.
39, 40, fr. 554 (all gdajith, cf. Theodoridas, epigr. 6), fr. 479 (—~-vulith = phalaecian hendec.), and fr. 227
(2ialith). Pherlith is not directly attested for Callimachus, nor so far as I know for anyone else, but it is
noteworthy that Caesius Bassus’ references to Callimachus’ use in epigrammatibus of resolvable ithyphallic and
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of pherecratean come within a few pages of one another. And a list of compound verses at Apthon. GL vi 144.
27 includes pher|2ia,, followed in the manuscripts by ex his Callimachi brevissimis duobus (not in Pfeifler Call.);
a lacuna unfortunately intervenes, which will presumably have contained the Callimachean verses in
question: pher|2iay, or pher|ith ( = \2ia,)? (Call. fr. 395, elc Adbpnv dmdvra Tv Axai-, is generally taken to be
hendccasyllabic, but could conceivably be pherlith.) A Hellenistic poet might have used pherlith cither
stichically or in combination.

This is only a speculative reconstruction, however. It fails to accommodate Jowever in 4, and Jeaves the
connection with 7 (I unclear. In 4 I'supposc édei, ‘is defective’ (impersonal construction less likely); Jwe rather
than ot (not Jov) is perhaps acceptable for what precedes. Then éerw 8¢ Totod[ 7o, -oc, introducing the following
quotation (cf. ¢.g. 220 vii 4). éveiv as a metrical term isused in reference to the phenomenon of a shortsyllable’s
occupying a position that the metrical scheme stipulates as long (c.g. ‘acephalous’” hexamcters). Some such
application may be relevant here if the scheme of the pherecratean was presented as beginning witha spondee,
as may be expected. (There is a statement effectively about acolic base at 220 iii 10-14, in diflerent terms.)
Alternatively &8ef may be used with reference to dgaipecic (detractio), cf. Phoeb. Fig., Rh. Gr.iii 45. 17 Spengcl,
where &vdera appears to correspond to what Quintilian (1. 5. 40) knows as éldewfuc; this is in the context of
figures (Phoeb.) and solecism (Quint.), but one and the same terminological and conceptual system was
brought to bear on metre and grammar alike.

Gven if pherlith is the correct reconstruction, there is no guarantee that the combination is Callimachean,
though this does seem on all counts the likeliest supposition; at all events such a verse can hardly have been
prehellenistic. Callimachus is cited relatively often in the Latin derivationist metricians, and verses known to
be his are twice quoted in the fragments of 220, cach time without attribution: Call. fr. 226 (phalaccian
hendec.), epigr. 38. 1 (2ia,), cf. also Call. fr. 782 (inc. auct.).

If at least the first part is a pherccratean, it is analysed not —-, —wv, -5, as the derivationist view of the
verse as a hexameter segment would have it, but apparently -, ~wv-, G, i.e. acolo-choriambically (more or
less as prevailing modern doctrine: a catalectic glyconic). This is not the favoured analysis in the extant
treatises, but is acknowledged by Apthonius (GL vi 165. 1-3, 177. 27-9, cf. 172. 13) and cspoused in the
Fragmenta Bobicensia (GL vi 629. 16£); cf. also Hephacstion’s antispastic analysis, Ench. 10. 2, 15. 23. But an
alternative possibility is -, -, vo-, S, cf. on 7-15 below. Pherccrates’ own characterization of the verse in
scrics as coumrucTow dvdmarcror, whatever is to be understood by that (a headless paroemiac, in my view), is
unlikely to be relevant.

7 All that survives before the vertical bar is a dot, which may be taken as the right-hand dot of the pair
that marks a substitutive final (or once-final) syllable in the scheme, cf. on 1-2 above. The position of the &
to the right of the bar-line (the longum has no side-dots) is anomalously high in relation to the dot, and
at an anomalously long distance from the bar-ling; nothing follows. If S belongs to the scheme, both the
non-dotting of its longum and the dotting that attended the preceding syllable are anomalous (cf. on 1-2
above). I have no explanation, unless the floating syllable is to be taken as being in detractio, cf. the suggestion
made below.

7-15 At 12 we are free but not compelled to recognize Ale. 307 (bk. 1. 1. 1): dvaf (or & dvaf) Amordrov mai
peeydaw Aioc. Lines 8- 11 could be an analysis of that verse, something as follows: 76 Hwaixov actddaBov € éxel
xoplac, dv 1 o Séxerar lapfolv % crovdeiov, 7 [8¢ B’ iapfov, § 8¢ ¥ lapPov] 7 cmovdeiov o[polwe 74 af 7 8¢ &
dvdmacctov,] 7 8¢ € fauBov. (This gives a consistent line-length of ¢. 32 letters.)

This seems ncat cnough; but the larger context is lacking. In particular, what is the relation with what
precedes? It could be that the pherecratean is viewed as an alcaic hendecasyllable cut down fore and aft:
(5= VImr g W= (). Cf. the detractio of 220 viii 1-20 and xi 7-15, and for subtraction at cither end the
apparent derivation of the anacrcontic from major ionic at 220 vii 2. But this is only a guess.

Hephacstion, also offering Alc. 07 as an example, analyses the alcaic 11-syllable as a major cpionic
trimeter cataleetic, i.e. O—u—, o=y, ~wu (Heph. 14. 3, cf. Schol. A on Heph. Poém. iit, 169. 25 C., and
Sacerdos GL vi 541. 3-5). In Al. Fortunat., GLvi 297. 10, where again Alc. 307 is quoted, a transformation of
the aleaic 1 1-syllable into the sapphic by way of syllable-shifting is presented, as cited onfr. 11 7 above; and in
the same treatise, GL vi go1. 1626, a twofold analysis of the alcaic is offered: a bipartite iambo-dactylic one,
which is the standard analysis in the extant handbooks (Caesius Bassus, Apthonius, Mallius Theodorus,
Fragmenta Bobiensia), and a derivational onc from the iambic trimeter (detractione unius syllabae, sc. the
cighth). I nowhere find the podic analysis postulated for the papyrus, butitscems in line with what can beseen
of the rest of the papyrus’ methods.
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fr. 315 m]o8dc?

6 {d)uPov or ~d|uBov.

8 xldpa?

col. ii 2 év]|8eéc, ~écrepov a possibility, f. fr. 2. 4 above.

4 cmov]|8efo[v?

7 Anapaestic suggested: Heph. 8. 1 (24. 13-15 C.), 76 8¢ dvamatcrixdv xard mécay xpav Séyerar cmovdeiov,
avdmaicrov, cravime 8¢ kal wpoxedevpaTixdy, mapo. 8¢ Toic Spaparomowoic xal Sdrrvoy, cl. e.g. Sacerdos, GL vi
531. 21£. But how will trochaic (10) be relevant? Possibly with regard to catalexis or hypercatalexis (whether
or not put in such terms), cf. Sacerdos, GL vi 533. 22-5.

10 The same nomenclature, rpoyaioc not xdpeoc, in 220 (vii 13).

3708. RurroricaL TREATISE
Plate VIII

fr. 1 27 3B.43/A(1-2)b 8Xx 12 cm Second (or third?) century
fr. 2 13 1B.129/D(1-3)c 15X 24.5cm

Remains of two badly damaged leaves of a papyrus codex written in a smallish
informal but well-executed round and upright hand I would hesitate to date later than
the second century. A similar script, rather more irregular and with a different kappa, is
that of XXI 2306, XXIII 2368, and XXXV 2742, which is assigned by Lobel to the
second century and compared by him with P. Berol. 9780v (BK'T 1V); this latter is a
more cursive, still more irregular, and probably later script assigned by Schubart to the
late second or early third century (Einfikrung 1471.) and by Seider to the middle of the
third (Griech. Pap. ii no. 39). A factor telling in favour of a third- rather than a second-
century date for 3708 is the use of apostrophe at mute or liquid junctures (avay’xa-
fopevoc 2 |13, ex’Ae[ 23, ey’8[ —25), cf. Parsons, Gromon 42 (1970) 379; but I do not
think a hand such as this would normally be dated beyond the end of the second century.
There is no punctuation.

The assembled pieces of fr. 2 reveal the approximate size of the page: ¢. 15 cm in
width, ¢. 24.5 in height. These dimensions match those of E. G. Turner’s Group 7
(Typology of the Early Codex 14-25). It is not quite certain, however, that the full extent of
the margins has been preserved; the position of the central fold is probably indicated by
the line of the break at |right (—left), a small portion extending beyond that belonging
to the opposite page. The written area measures ¢. 11 X ¢. 20 cm, and is occupied by 57
lines of text of ¢. 37 letters: an economical use of space characteristic of early codices. Of
the upper margin 1.4 cm is preserved, of the lower 2.8; I should not suppose them to
have been much more generous. The side margins seem to have been roughly equal,
2.0-2.5 cm. Any page numbers are lost.

The two fragments were not found together (that is, they bear different inventory
numbers) but are certainly in the same hand and evidently come from the same work:
a Téyvy propuci, of exemplary aridity.

Fr. 1 = concerns the paries orationis. There were remarks on Hermagoras’ addition
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of Suaipecic and (map)éxPacic to the Aristotelian list of four, and mention was apparently
made both of Apollodorus and of Theodorus in respect of the proem, but coherent sense
is hardly to be elicited. Fr. 1| is almost entirely rubbed away. Which side preceded
which there is no way of telling.

Fr. 2, less incomplete but in extremely tattered and fragile condition and
reconstituted from several fragments, has to do with the ‘proofs’. At |7 a sub-head, mepi
micrevricav e, | ¢ 6 |, wv (émy[epnud]rwv?), is followed by what seems to be a
discussion of the wricrewc drexvor: witnesses at 101F., oaths at 34 fI. The name of Antiochus
(of Ascalon?) dubiously occurs, in contextual isolation (53). Occupying the — side was a
system of rémor (loci), pertaining presumably to the micrew évrexvor. Once again the
order of the two sides is unclear. If the central fold is located to the right of the | side, as
suggested above, then the — page preceded the | (codicological recto and verso
respectively), and despite some difficulties the internal evidence seems to be consistent
with this.

The papyrus’ system of 7émor seems to have been most elaborate. It does not
coincide with any system extant, but with the aid of other artes, Latin as well as Greek,
a partial reconstruction can be attempted. Such a reconstruction is set out here, as
complete as I can make it. Warning should be given, however, that all but the most
serious of its many insecurities are here suppressed; they are signalled in the transeript
and notes.

[ [mpdcwmov, mpdypa, Témoc,] Tpémoc, xpdvoc, alria, [ddoppal]
I yévoc eldoc, Sudpopa idia, Sraipecic, BAov pépoc, Spoc, dvopa molvavupov, dpxi)
mporom] TEAOC
IIT A of 7émor SucmevcTinddc mpoc 76 mpdyua éxovrec ()
(1) 6 réwv mapemopévwr (attendant circumstances)
(@) 70 wpdrepov, (b) T6 berepov, (¢) TO covumdpyov
(2) & 7ol dpolov (similitude)
(@) mapaBordy, (b) mapdSerypa, (c) elxdv
(3) 6 TGV dvrikeypévawr (opposites)
(@) évavria, (b) mpdc 11, (¢) é€ic kal crépyec, (d) avrigacic
(4) 6 7ol pdXdov (comparison)
(@) 76 mepiéxov, (b) 70 icov, (¢) 70 frrov
B 6 mepiéxwv 1a xall’ éavra xalodpeva
(1) 6 7@v copPefyrdrwv (accidents)
(@) moidTnc(?), (b), (¢) cucroryia(?), (d)
(2) 8 7éw copmTwpdrev(?) (properties)
(a), (), etc. (incl. dvdyxn and 7oxy?)
?IV Incl. 7éloc and dméAqyuc?
The most notable correspondence is with a system of loci which makes its
appearance in some of the late Latin artes: those of Consultus (‘Chirius’) Fortunatianus,



62 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS

Julius Victor, and Martianus Capella. They offer a fourfold classification, loci ante rem, in
re, circa rem, and post rem. Lines 2-6 in the papyrus, though largely destroyed, lend
themselves to identification as listing the constituent loc of the first two of these groups.
Lines 6-¢. 25, if the reconstruction is soundly based, contain the papyrus’ complex third
group, so numbered (§ 8¢ 7p{[r]oc 6-7). The components of the first of the two
subdivisions of this group, ITTA, seem to be essentially the same as the loci cirea rem of the
Latin writers named above, only there they are not organized into further subgroupings
as in the papyrus. A similar scheme to the papyrus’ I, I, and IIIA may also be seen as
underlying Quintilian’s more detailed but less systematically organized treatment of the
subject, 5. 10. 20-¢g4. But to the papyrus’ IIIB I find no real counterpart anywhere, and
what follows does not seem to coincide with the loci post rem of the Latin artes (eventus and
wudicatum).

The greater coherence of the papyrus’ ITIA as against Fortunatianus’ third group
(I speak of Fortunatianus alone, since Capella’s section of argumenta is clearly derived
from him and Victor’s list is only partial) suggests that Fortunatianus’ is a deformed
version of the organized system of classification that we find in the papyrus. The
subgroup components are traditional: the four dvrixe{ueva come unadulterated from
Aristotle’s Calegories, similarly Aristotelian are the three forms of arguments éx 708
p.&)\)\ov (KaL‘ ﬁT'rov), while the three 'n'apewéy.eva and the three forms of 6,uot6717c are
familiar elements of rhetorical doctrine. (Itis of course the mapemdpeva that form the top
level of the hierarchy of the entire system in Fortunatianus, ante rem, in re, and post rem,
with the accession of circa rem; since the designations are not wholly appropriate to their
constituent locz, however, at least as far as the anfe rem and in re groups are concerned, and
there is no indication that they were shared by the papyrus, it may be suspected that they
are a capricious superimposition on a fourfold classification which originally was more
meaningfully designated.)

The designation of the papyrus’ ITIA is problematic, though it is clear that it was
something other than mepi 76 mpdypa; see on 1. 7-8. The designation of the apparently
unparalleled II1B seems to have been (8 and 181.) 6 mepiéyww 7a kal® adrd karobpeva,
‘the (topos) comprising the so-called ka8’ adrd (sclf-existents, independents, absolutes)’;
and if my reconstruction is on the right lines, this has two subgroups, cvufefnxéra and
copmrrpara (this latter more guessed at than read), each of which is further subdivided.
Unfortunately the extent of the damage, coupled with the novelty of the system,
prevents recovery of the constituents, but the first of the four copBefnxdéra is possibly
mowérnc, and there is a chance that dvdyxyn and 79y are among the unknown number of
copmrdpara. The papyrus may then have proceeded to a fourth group, but at this point
I lose track of the structure. Some space appears to have been given to the topoi of réAoc
(‘goal’, distinguished from 7édoc ‘end’ of group I1) and of dméAnuc (‘opinion’), and there
is mention apparently of Caecilius (of Cale Acte?) and possibly of Dionysius (of
Halicarnassus?) as the papyrus breaks off.

The topoi of ITIA could be categorized as relative (cf. wpdc 76 mpd[ypa in the initial



3708. RHETORICAL TREATISE 63

formulation, 7-8?). Those of ITIB are apparently in some sense absolute. But just what is
meant by ‘the so-called xa@” av7d’? The reference might be to the consideration of a case
(or elements of the case) independently of anything outside it, cf. the distinction drawn
by Quintilian in his introduction to ‘artificial’ proofs, 5. 8. 5, (argumenta) aut per se inspict
solent aut ad aliud referri. Or it might be to the consideration of a case independently of its
particularities (that is to say, thetically), cf. Quint. 5. 8. 6 argumenta vero reperiuntur aut in
quaestionibus, quae eliam separatae a complexu rerum personarumque speclart per se possint, aul in
ipsa causa etc., and 5. 10. 53, in an outcropping of Hermagorean stasis-doctrine
intervening between his treatment of the loci which in the papyrus constitute group I and
his treatment of those which correspond to groups II and ITIA. cvuBeBnxdra and
copmrrapara as the ITIB subgroups would be intelligible enough in some such context,
though in the abscnce of their respective species their precise meaning must remain
elusive. As a pair, the terms are Epicurean, but we are not bound to see significance in
that, and there is certainly nothing Epicurean about the system as a whole. If the first
member of the cvpfefnrdra is mardryc (it is a guess consistent with the traces but
incapable of verification), this invites comparison with Aristotelian and Stoic categories,
as well as with Hermagoras’ third stasis, kara cupfefnxdc or modrne.

The system of loci found in Fortunatianus is self-evidently Greek, and has been
thought to be Hermagorean (R. Volkmann, Die Rhetorik der Griechen und Romer® 208£.) or
Stoic (Ir. Striller, De Stoicorum studiis rhetoricis, Breslauer philol. Abhandl. i 2 (1886) 45).
The existence of a largely identical system in the papyrus testifies to a wide currency in
keeping with Hermagoras’ permeation of later rhetorical theory, and the now revealed
quadripartite classification of IITA, Fortunatianus’ loci circa rem, jibes with what has
been seen as a Hermagorean penchant for fours; and on the evidence of Cicero de
inventione, at variance in this respect from the Rheforica ad Herennium, it is not impossible
that Hermagoras’ réyva: contained a set of topoi unintegrated with stasis-theory
(D. Matthes, Lustrum 3 (1958) 114-21). But in the absence of closer structural corre-
spondence with the system outlined at de inv. 2. 27-46 and of any suggestive correlation
with what is known of Hermagorean doctrines there is little to be said in favour of an
express attribution of our system to Hermagoras (cf. Radermacher, RE x i 876, G.
Thiele, Hermagoras: ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Rhelorik 42-4, Reuter, Hermes 28 (1893)
112); I suppose it may be called Stoic, but not in any strict sense; the Aristotelian
contribution is large. Where the relationship between the papyrus and Fortunatianus
can be tested, the latter appears to be a corrupt version of the former, but it does not
follow that the system as given in the papyrus is pristine in every respect. Itis a synthetic
system itself, and may well have undergone refinements in its passage through the hands
of later synthesizers staking out a claim to originality. In particular it is not clear
whether the papyrus’ I1IB group was dropped from the system when it came into Latin
or was an accession to it made somewhere along the Greek line of descent. But if the
system came from the Greek independently to Quintilian and to Fortunatianus, as there
seems to me good reason to think (see on 2 — 4-6), the latter may be more probable. The
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fragments nowhere show any hint of stasis theory, but that it was excluded from the
treatise is scarcely thinkable; evidently the crdceic and the wicrewc were treated
separately.

The scope and organization of the treatise can only be guessed at. Discussion no
doubt concentrated on the forensic branch of oratory, 76 8ikavecdy, though mention of
the deliberative, 76 cupBovevrikdy, is apparently made in fr. 1 |.. The two fragments arc
readily assigned to a treatment of the uépn 706 Mdyou (paries orationis: proem, narration,
ctc.): fr. 2 obviously from the section on proofs, fr. 1 from an adjoining or an initial
discussion. All this was probably (but not necessarily, witness Apsines and the Anon.
Seguerianus) incorporated within the familiar quinquepartite scheme of efpecic, rdéuc,
etc. (wnventio, dispositio, ctc.), in which case it is less likely to have been included under
rdafuc, as in Aristotle and perhaps also Hermagoras (so Matthes, op. cit. 18g1F., but he
seems to me unduly sure of it), than under edpecic, in accordance with later practice; and
there is a chance that the treatise in fact confined itself to edpecic.

There seems little prospect of identifying the author. First-century composition
may be likelier than second, if the absence of later names is anything to go by. I see
nothing to encourage ascription to any of the authorities cited in the Anon. Seguerianus.

I am indebted to Dr D. Innes for contributions to the elucidation of this text.

fr. 1—
coond
L Lwld
Twvidiwy|
v, ava[

5 [.]e. dwpol

A Lol ec9 Jar
ya, [... Jrw. [ ¢.6 Jecrw|
w L evd|, | Jrriey]

0., ... e [.] vewrq[

k. [.. Jeoweal, Iy,  wvibi|

Since little can be restored that is not speculative, no articulated transcript of this fragment is given.

Abrasion is in places severe 1 Unassignable traces on rubbed surface, consistent infer alia with
Sucav| 2 ... [yafewspecks  ],0,A? | [, osuggested, then speck at foot perhaps of oblique 4 v, or
Ao After o, v suggested? 5 ., consistent with o 6 Surface mostly lost 7. L7
acceptable 8 [, perhaps wc or vo 9 .[;pnotexcluded | [,lowarc, c.g. ¢, 0 10, first
has upright at left  After 3, consistent with 7 1t After 8, upper trace as of ¢  Before ¢, p
suggested? [, upper left of 72 ], low oblique coming in to foot of v, as of a, §, A 12 [,a, A p
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SepovovmpocTovcavTid|
KaTaxTeoy, | tcToTeAncd[
15 ovewere[, Jepad Jaul. . 1., [
1. . oyov. [.]. . yopacdeo, [
Su. .. ]. e, . [ IxBacwex, [
mal. JexBawovey, [, Jepnrop[

] ovmepiTovavTidy|

Joverpnuevwvrapn|
1.... . ccovragkaipepl|

]. ov, acTwv{nTovper|

J.0 8 JperBac

vevarkaindia|

IS
(&)
M
A
(Y

.. pmyemcrewekaur | |
.. JuBavovrawamodo[
.. 18u[ ], wovmpoo, [
S ewal. Ja. . ppnel

30 .. ].0eexBa vriTw|

] a)\[ Jov, e[Jweor|
. Jvevero 40, 8. po. [

o Jvese po[L ] wflov]
35 ¢.6 ], axawewcor|

.9 J.ovea, [
1.1

14 After v, ap acceptable 15 Before o, x acceptable [, consistent with v 16 At beginning,
[em]er acceptable  [.]. ., e[plua acceptable [, top horizontal as of = 17 After x, ai? (k. not
map) At end, upright 18 [, v 19 ..., pyet? 20 At beginning, p suggested, pul?
22 At beginning, upright with apparent oblique coming in to foot from left, ¢.g. v, at, 8¢, Ai, then confused
traces on damaged surface; inter alia Siaracc- poss. 23 1., horizontal trace below Ieftofoasof 8, ki, A,
curve as of ¢ 25 . ].,or )., sim,specksonly  x,orv  gorf |, shortuprights at cither end,
yTL POSS. 26 ]. . ,,suggestion of letter-top horizontal, an upright, specks above ahole [, curve as ofe,
0, w 28], upright At end, e acceptable 29 |, ., horizontal on loosc fibre, then perhaps
o  After 8, baseline and specks above, £, vriposs. g0 |.,upright | , abraded, first two
suggesting ye, o perhaps acceptable (not w or A, ), in which case cw rather than cic; then perhaps #, ma
acceptable 31 ].., specks on loose fibres  After ¢, consistent with e 32 q[], xa[:]? (not
xa[0}) 33 Compatible with orifeoSwp 34 Before p, = hardly suggested but acceptable .1,
foot of upright, consistent with [o]e 35 |.., letter-tops, pe? 37 Written on underlayer, uy?
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fr. 1 — 2 AmoA[Aodwp- is an untestable possibility, cf. 27.

5 Oleodwpol makes an acceptable reading. Theodorus of Gadara? See 27n.

10 Tav $[mevalvriwy would fit.

11 (-)Adew, ueiv? But I can propose nothing attractive for what immediately precedes. 7ifelcac pév would
be onc line of attack.

12 «q[i 7]q olxeia [7]5c 7dv (8{[wv would suit spaces and traces.

13 povov mpoc Tove dvrid[ikouc, 14 karaxtéov (the reading was suggested by Dr Rea).

14-17 HApicrorédye 8[é xal N. 76 Sucan]|idv elc 7é[cclepa S[i]a[po]bery, [mpooipiov Sufymew micrw |
émlidoyov. ‘Elp)paydpac 8¢ 6 T[nuvelrnc mpocribncw] | 8i[aiplecty xai [€]xBacw gives what I take to be the sense,
without claiming verbatim accuracy. Line 15 is a little longer than one would expect (using the line-length of
fr. 2 as a guide), but is irreducible unless the reconstruction is on the wrong lines altogether. The attribution of
the quadripartite classification to Aristotle, which I do not find so baldly (or so misleadingly) put elsewhere,
will be drawn from Arist. Rk, 3. 13. 4, mpooipov mpdfecic micric énloyoc. If Srarpodew is rightly restored in 15,
the subject is plural: just dAot rewéc or the like, I expect, but Theodectes is a possibility (cf. Lollianus, Rk. Gr. vii
33 Walz; Solmsen, Hermes 67 (1932) 145f.), as are the Stoics {cf. DL 7. 43, the ‘proofs’ section labelled 76 mpéc
Tovc drridiroue, note I 13 above). On the uépn 706 Adyou, partes orationis, see in general R. Volkmann, Rhetorik
123-7, H. Lausberg, Handb. d. lit. Rhet. §§ 261-2, J. Martin, Antike Rhetorik 54-166. By the imperial period the
standard number was not four but five (Quint. 3. g. 1), the ‘proofs’ section being split into confirmation and
refutation, but that is not a very substantive difference, and the fourfold division is often enough maintained,
¢.g. the extant opening of the Anon. Seguerianus, § modirucoc fror Sucavikde Adyoc elc réccapa puépn Siapeirar ra
mpokeipeva (the terms are mpooipioy Sujyneic micric &ridoyoc), or Fortunat. 2. 12 (ro8. 22(I. Halm, 118. 71L.
Galboli Montefusco), cf. Isidorus (510. 20 Halm), Sulpicius Victor (322. 4 Halm).

Here a clear distinction is drawn between an older, four-part analysis (Aristotclian) and a newer,
cvidently six-part one (Hermagorcan). Competition between these two systems of analysis, the five-part one
being simply a variant of the four-part, can be discerned throughout the Greek and Latin rhetorica. Thus
Gicero follows the six-part in de in., the four-part in the Topica and Partes orat.

Thicle’s belief that Hermagoras followed the four-part system (Hermagoras: ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der
Rhetorik) is contradicted here; cf. Matthes, Lustrum g (1958) 191, and sce further below.

dwaipecic

The testimony with regard to Sialpecic, if rightly recognized as such, is new, but does not surprise, To infer
that Siadpecic was one of Hermagoras® uépn from the phrase multarum divisionum ostentatio in a reference to the
aridissimi libri of Hermagoras and Apollodorus at Tac., Dial. 1g. 4 scems to me most unsafe (the phrase may
better be taken as alluding to hierarchically complex diaereses, such as our papyrus’ system of topoi, cf. Quint.
3. 11. 22), but sufficient assurance is given by the fact that ‘division’ is an accepted pars orationis, intervening
between the narratio and the confirmatio, both for Cic. de inv. and for ad Her. In de inv. (1. 31-3), tollowed by the
later artes, it appears as partitio, in ad Her. (1. 17) as divisio. (This is a curious difference which the hypothesis of
an immediate common Latin source must find some way around; cf. the respective renderings of Adcec as
reprehensio and confutatio; the problem is not confronted by ¢.g. G. Calboli, Cornifici Rhetorica ad Herennium 2 5-0,
q.v. for earlier discussions.) Siaipecic is now confirmed as the Greek term of the original. Hermagorcan 8iaipecic
is reconstructed by Matthes, Lustrum 3 (1958) 201-3 (note however that ad {ler. speaks not of two diflerent kinds
of 8uadpectc but of two successive parts of it: . . . in duas partes distributa est. primum . . . deinde, cum hoc fecerimus, . . .).
Staipecic as a pépoc Tob Adyov is to be distinguished not only from the ‘division’ of a specch into its constituent
parts, 8[tJes[po]ewy 15, and other such applications, but also from the Suaipecic which may have been onc of the
four heads under which Hermagoras treated olxovopia (Quint. 3. 3. g, partitio, cf. Matthes, op.cit, 1r1f, 188£,;
but back-translated as pepicuée by Barwick, Philol. 109 (1965) 186-218), as well as from the topos of the same
name, possibly to be recognized at fr. 2 —> 5 below.

Some confirmation of the occurrence here of 8uafpecic may tentatively be seen in the terms of 19ff. The
function of the first part of the ‘division’ as prescribed in de inv. and ad Her. is to make clear the points of
agreement and disagreement between the two sides, quid nobis conveniat cum adversariis . . . | quid in controversia
relictum sit (so ad Her., very similarly de inv.). rdv [§}podoyov[pévarw 20 (perhaps directly preceded by
pelpilovew) may have the same reference. The second part, called the distributio (peprcudc?), is that in which
rerum earum de quibus erimus dicturi breviter expositio ponitur distributa (so de inv.; in ad Her. it is divided into the
enumeratio, treating quot derebus dicturi sumus, and the exposttio, treating quibus de rebus dicturi sumus, cf., Quint.3.9.3).
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78 fn[0ncdueva 21, perhaps followed in 22 by Siardccovray kail pepilJovrar, would accord well ecnough with this.
I am not surc exactly what to do with the residual (-) | 7]y efpypévar 21, but it poscs no great obstacle.

Fortunatianus’ trecatment, 2. 21, looks as if it is based on Cicero, except for the designation of the two
kinds: {partitio) per seiunctionem and per enumerationem, cvidently a later addition. Cf. also Quint. 4. 5. 1-28, a
lengthy treatment of partitio in a context of propositiones. In the papyrus’ discussion there is no indication that
mpéfecic had any place; this too would be in common with de inv. and ad Her.

"ExBactc

&rBucic is here evidently not the topos of that name, Lat. eventus (as at fr. 2 (b) — 2?, sce onfr. 2 — 2411,
but a term cquivalent to mapérfacec ‘digression’ (Quint, 4. 8. 12, Fortunat. 2. 20, alif), cf. ra[plexBaivougy 18,
ma]péPacte 24. Tor éxfacic ‘digression” LS7 cite only Serv. on V. G. 2. 209, and I know of no other occurrence
of &kPacic = mapérBacic; in the papyrus kai {rap)éxfacw is thinkable (rap[é}xBacw for «qi [é]xBacw is not to be
read), but we scem o have the rarer term again at 30 below. Digressio (presumably rendering mapécfacic) is
attested at Cic. de inv. 1. g7 as a Hermagorcan pars orationis preceding the conclusio; see Hermag. T fr. 22a-d
Matthes. I can clicit nothing of further use from the papyrus, unless 03]|x oficac 7dv {yrovpév[wv 23, and sce on
30 below. The Anon. Seguerianus, which docs not mention Hermagoras, distinguishes mapéifacic from
napadufyneec, and reports Alexander’s ridicule of it (364. 21 {f. Sp.-H.); I discern no trace of statements of such
import here. Another tradition ascribed the mapérBacic to Corax, sce Hinks, C) 34 (1940) 67. (On the
napéxBacic in gencral sce Volkmann, Rhet. 1647, Lausberg, Handb. §§ 340-2, Martin, Ant. Rhet. 8g-91.)

18 [o]i prirop|ec, as the subject of ma[p]exBaivouveyy, perhaps likelier than [o]¢ fnrop[wol (or pyropixdc).

19-24 Sce on Sualpecic and éxBacic above.

25 «al % Suaf{pecic is a possibility, but T have no suggestion for what precedes.

27 After {-)[Aa]uBdvovrat, & moAdo[{is a possible articulation, but it is tempting to recognize mention of
Apollodorus or Apollodoreans. A variety of disagreements on matters of rhetorical theory between the
Apotlodorcan and the Theodorean schools is reported, principally by Quintilian and the Anon. Scg.; sce esp.
Schanz, Hermes 25 (1890) 36-54, Grube, AJP 80 (1959) 337-65. This in turn cncourages recognition of
Beddwpoc atll. 5 and 33, though it must be said that the reading, while unobjectionable, is not assured at either
place. Mention of the proem may be discerned in 1. 28 (| 05] $uxla]vixod mpooyi[ov) and 84. Itis known that
Apollodorus took a more rigid line than Theodorus with regard to the order and indispensability of the uépy
705 Adyou: on the proem, Anon. Seg. 857-61 Sp.-H., Quint. 4. 1. 24, 50. There is insufficient indication of the
precise point or points at issue in the papyrus, but cf. gon.

29 dlroditew (I. -Beifew) ¢f [7] dvrippne[ic?

30 v 8¢ éxPacwy would suit, in which case followed not by dgvri 7é[v but by rorrl 76 [ (Myw, with
m|poceivar 317). Perhaps cf. Quint. 4. 3. 12, of mapéifacic: sed haec sunt plures, ut dixi, quae per totam causam varios
habent excursus. Quintilian takes exception to the assignment of the mapéxBacic to a fixed position after the
narratio (esp. 4. 3. 14; or after the probatio [as Hermagoras], cf. 4. 3. 17), and sanctions the usc of digression cven
within the proem. A discussion in some such terms would be at home in the context of Apollodorean-
Theodorcan disagreement.

33 «w|v]veves 11 Oeddwpog, -ov? This possibly but not necessarily indicates an anti-Theodorean stance.

34 elc mpofo]iu[i]ov.

35 C.g. Texpi]pig xal eledr[a?
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fr. 1
. . . ] abrasion
lel 8 1....1
Jws, [

o Jrop. [
Jrac, [

1 copBol Juwl.]..... [

Jewme. [

]. odogy[

20 Jer|

25 Lo...e [l ] edog [

| cupdarpd|

JuBaverar, . Suc. [

Jerqcop[. 1. . e.7e. [
30 lrocrare. . ev, orye[

1. . waral. Jev[. Jove, [

Jrw. . ec. . |

VTEEWW

Most of the ink has gone, and such identifications as are made in the transeript are more tentative than
would ordinarily be the case. The remains of the first cight lines are so severely rubbed that not a single letter

can be identified. 13-22 The papyrus extends as far as the line-ends, but abrasion has removed the
ink 14 ].,8, kA 15 Seroc? 17 b, or vd 19 ¢ cnlarged, presumably initial; ayaf-?
23 |ravikotc? 24 cvpfov hardly suggested but acceptable 25 Before €, upright, = acceptable
26 [Mov?  ov? 27 Before ¢, ew? 31 Jrai?  [u]ev[r]ovc suitable for the space 1 op?

32 |,, aacceptable  |karad[, -8[?
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fr. 1 | 231F. Informing the discussion is evidently the standard (Aristotelian) classification of speeches into
three genera, 76 Swcavidy (‘forensic’ or Gudicial’), 76 copPovdevricdy (‘deliberative’), 76 émdeixrindy
(‘epideictic’, called éyxwpracricdy by the Stoics, DL 7. 42). Reference at least to the first two of these is
probably to be recognized here: Sucav. 23, 282, copBovl. 24, 29. The rédoc (25) of the deliberative was 6
copdépov (27, copparpo(v) 1. cupgépov): so Aristotle (Rh. 1. 3, 1358211), but some jibbed (Cic. de inv. 2. 4. 12f.,
Quint. 3. 4. 16), and therc were other, wider-ranging controversies, both terminological and conceptual (sce
esp. Quint. 3. 4. 1111}, Beyond this, the specifics of the discussion in the papyrus are hardly recoverable.

gof. Perhaps, as Dr Innes suggests, rd 7édy, énol ye [ in 30, followed in 31 by xard [8’] &[{Jove. Or g1
could be xare [p]év [r]ode ([1ropac ‘rhetoricians’?).

32 xata 5[
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fr. 2 —
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1. 6 pév wpd[roc {]8irodc
7]p[é]mov x[p]évo[v a]iriav
1.1 Jewa[ ]
losxal. . Tp. <[, . . Tos
COLULD e9 1 L) el ].wdrov [pé]poc Gpov

Slvopa | ¢ 7 aplyrv mpokomiy rédoc. 6 8¢ Tpi-

Tov mpa| ¢. 16

Tloce[.Je.[ ¢ 8 Jovc Sucmeverindic mpdc 76 mpd-

ypa Jx.. [ ¢ 7 ] mepiéyov ra kal adra kadolpe-

va. TolvTwy [8€ 6 uély mpdrepoc (Bucodc éxer 87 [74-

movc,] 7o{v}{v) TG [v mape]mopévwr, T[]y T0b []uo[lov, Tov
~ k) 14 A ~ ~ /’ b ol

70V dyTirc|eypévwy, Tov Tob pdAA[ov'] TovTw[v 8 ad

maAw éxactoc [(8u]kovc éyer Tém[ovc, 0] ey [To]d

mapemopévov [y 7]ov {100 mpdrepov, To[v {70} UcTepov, Tov

7]o0 cuvumdpyov[To]c, 6 8¢ Tod oulol]ov kal adToc V)
mapla]Boljy map[ddet]yua [€]ikdva, 6 6¢ T[dv d]vre-
keyévwr 8, v[avri]a, mpd[c] T, €6[w kal cré]p[n-

cw, avridacw, 6 {8¢) T[od pud]Ad[ov] rai adrd[c y; 76] Tep[e-
éxov 76 icov 70 j[710]v" ¢ 8[é melpréxwy T¢ Kkal éav-
Bnrdrwv 1oy [rav] co[u]rrwpdrwv(?): rodrwr 8¢

a[8] mddw ¢ pélv mlp[dr]epo[c Burodc éxer Tém]ove
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35 .. oyparocevtavladeroredockaiTiavopar|
. e [ Incevexevye[ veraroderncimol]
¢. 5 Jr[. Jmocopararevrymaparicwne] . | Jrw|
¢.8 ] wovrimedy, acwode[, . ].[
.. vocodexawcii[, |, Weyerr, | [
40 ], veberepac|.  Jepact, [, |rarravryy[

ec, . . . Avovkabfolovryray|
¢.8 ]..efavrnckakaradal
¢. 10 Jvovvavrofeymictevoue, [
¢.6  Jelncewchaveparade, [
45 c.9  Iml.1.el.... leprmavinmy[
Jrmpa[
Irpomove[

16sov[. 1. [

.

The physical condition of the papyrus is so extremely poor, with much derangement and loosening of the
fibres, as well as general disintegration, that it is sometimes difficult to fix the position of such traces as remain.

1 ]., horizontal as of y or r_, specks suggesting p 2 ]., upright 3 1..[, indeterminate
letter-top traces 4 ..¢[, much damaged; herc and to the left the letters were written on the lower
papyrus layer, similarly in 5 5 Before §, specks on the line and an upright ][, letter-top trace and

apparent base linc, perhaps8 ], [, traces on the line, second consistent with left-hand corner of §, in which
case perhaps 98 ] p, oblique descending to base of upright  ],, thin lctter-top horizontal, specks
below  opov, of p, tail only 6 After y, hole with descending oblique emerging toright ], ., perhaps
a cramped x remade, then an upright some distance from » 7 . [, upper part of upright 8 Ix..[:
these and the remains of the next two lines below are on a detached scrap whose exact position is uncertain;
abraded; after y top of loop or circlet and apparent traces of tail, suggesting p, then confused traces perhaps
suggesting v []., consistent with pe 9 ..[, lower part of loop as of a, o, w, then scattered
specks  poc, supralinear ink between p and o, presumably casual 10 After |rov, confused traces of ink
within and above the line, perhapsoffsets 7. [,00rw 7[. Jv, space better suited to o than w 11 i,
mostly feet, compatible with second transcript ], y or 7 T0[, or = 12 .., consistent with
e« Beforce, oblique descending torightasof §,), »  Atend, vory 13 ].,00rw 14 ].,letter-
top speck  Jouxqg, the upper parts are on a loose fibre ., specks on severely deranged fibres
15 Afier 7, do, ap? 16 Before 7p, curving oblique as of a, A, p 17 ¢ if ¢, upper ink must be
discounted [, specks on isolated fibre, 7o acceptable ], [, first, minimal specks, second possibly e,
third, descender as of p 18 [, vor 5 suggested . , indeterminate traces on loose and twisted
fibres 19 ..., variously assignable traces on damaged surface, (duc acceptable, rpomr not [, ... 1,
twisted fibre 20 [, upright ] , ¢, 7, or c suggested 21, ,, letter-top arc, then top of oblique
rising from left as of §, A, p ], [, descender 22 [, ],[, foot of upright, top of upright ] [ (alt.),
horizontal at letter-toplevel [, highspeck ], ... .. [, letter-top traces, second and last perhaps v or y,
cucroiy[ compatible but unverifiable |, [, indeterminate traces not certainly to be assigned to this line;

likewise ], ., [ below 23 , [, foot of upright 24 After v, foot of upright ], [, fect and tops
consistent with rvy 25 ypa, fibres twisted 26 [,vory 27 ]..,, undccipherable traces
not certainly belonging to this line 29 ].,esuggested  Jq, [, enlarged a, then top of short upright as of

v 30 ]..., letter tops, first suggesting upper arm of « but not excluding € or ¢, next an upright as of ¢,



3708. RHETORICAL TREATISE 73

35  mpdyuaroc, évradba 8¢ 76 Téloc kal T dvdpar[ov
e [ Ine évexev ye[{Jverar. 6 8¢ Tijc dmoA[4)-
ewc]| T[8]moc Spdrar év T mapd Ticw me[ | Jrw[ ¢. 2

c.8 Joidv i ﬁwen)\ﬁqﬂacw ofde[.,..].] ¢4
.. 1...voc 0 8¢ Kaxidi[oc] Aéyer map[a ¢. 8
g0, véférépac [kplépachali] kai radm [ ¢. g

... Jec. ... Alov kaldAov Ty av[ €. 11
¢. 8 1., é€ adric kal xarada| c. 12
¢. 10 |vouvy avrdfev micTevouer| c. 6
..., al]cfcewc davepa Ta 8¢, [ €. 11
N ~ 4
15 ¢.9 Inl.]1.¢l... nlepi mav Limn[pa
v mpal
/
| Tpdmov €]
18s0v[. J¢[
third € or ¢, traces on lower papyrus layer consistent with 7o [, large e or 0}, . . s
indeterminate specks, then perhaps xad 92 ..., , letter tops, pe possible for last two  After w,
7 1.6 A v After o, mor 7suggested  After g, perhaps 7o or pa 34 av: above the back of a an
anomalous short diagonal stroke suggesting neither a remade letter nor a cancellation, above v a tiny dot not
evidently deliberate and too small for a cancelling dot 36 ], ., horizontal as of y, ¢, ¢, 7, joining oblique
descending torightasof §,A | |, uprightsuggesting », 1, v (r excluded) 37 7ym, leftleg of wapparently
a cannibalized ¢ 38 ].[, upper arc as of € or x 39 1..., specks on the line, last vertical e.g.
¢ . [,topofae,$, A, thensuggestion of circlet as of o, p 40 ], ., basclincasof§, , &, speck on line, éw or
fav better than dev | [ ], a[i] acceptable 41 ., ., confused traces on damaged surface, before A
perhaps « or o (hardly xauwi) 44 [, eor 8 45 1., 8§ or X suggested 48 1. [, letter top
suggesting c Below 1. 48 the surface is stripped. Comparison with the | side suggests there were a further

13 lines or so to the foot of the column
25 1. éxd- 34 . redevraiov

fr. 2 = 1 6 pév mpd{roc. 1 take it this introduces the first group of topoi. 76 pév mpdrov is not excluded,
but 6f. give us ¢ 8¢ rp{[7]oc. The sccond group, 6 8¢ Sevrepoc xkrd, must lurk in 1. g or 4, sec Lelow.
Sc. rov yemwwrdrav rémav vel sim. The trace before o suggests y or 7 but perhaps admits e e.g.
TovTwY 8]¢.

The unplaced fr. {a) probably belongs somewhere to the left here.

t)8cove. Cf. g, 12, cte. The word is a cross between elduede and {Swe, conventionally emended to
elbucdc by editors of the rhetorical treatises but best left alone, since it has clearly become a word in its
own right.

The continuation will be éxec rémouc §” vel sim., sce next n.

2f. 7]p[d]mov x[pldvo[v a]iriav. Evidently a listing of the category of topoi {loct) designated ante rem in the
ars of Consultus Fortunatianus (2. 23; 115. 18-20 Halm, 130. 8-10 Calboli Montcfusco): a persona, a re, a causa
(alria), a tempore (xpdvoc), a loco, amodo (rpémoc), amaleria. The same list, only without the locus a re, is given by
Julius Victor (395. 24f. Halm, 32. 17f. Giomini-Celentano), and again by Martianus Capella (278. 16-18
Dick), the latter however evidently copying from Fortunatianus. These topoi correspond to the seven
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mepierdeeic (circumstantiae; pépia mepicrdcewe for Hermagoras), for which sce esp. Aug. de rhet. 7 (141. 111%
Halm), Hermog. fnv. 3. 5 (140. 16 fI. Rabe). There is no canonical order; mpdcwmov and mpdypa probably came
first, and SAyv (or its synonym dgoppdc: there is no way of telling which term our author preferred) last. 1
assume all seven were listed; the only real doubt attaches to mpdyua, since Julius Victor cuts out @ re, an excision
no doubt calculated to eliminate the anomaly of having a locus a re within the loci ante rem (Volkmann, Rhet.
209).

3f. End of the first group, beginning of the second: [yév]oc, as the first item in the Group 11 list, scems
highly probable at the end of 4, sce 4-6n.

Tor 3-4 (-)eiva{i] | 7o mpd[yparoc is the obvious restoration. (No room for -ew d[#6].) Does this relate to
the loci ante rem (wpdrepov?), or Lo the following loci in re (évréc?), or to something elsc again? Theodorus termed
the seven peristasis-parts croyeia Tod mpdyparoc (Aug. de rhet. 141. 16 Halm). mpd[yparocis notinevitable: c.g.
mpé[ypa p7) Surdacidlew Evexa, with reference to the exclusion of mpdypa (res) from the ante rem group (sce on 2f.
above).

I cannot reconcile the traces that precede [yév]oe with any obvious guess, or find any plausible reading.
We look for a structure on the lines of 6 8¢ Sedrepoc (uxove éxer Témove Ty,

For the possibility that the seccond group of topoi are labelled d76 ToB mpdyparoc sec on §1-5 below.

4-6 The second group (6 8¢ 7piroc 6-7). Correspondence with the loci in re of Fortunatianus and
Victor appears to be close. Fortunatianus reads (2. 23, 115. 21-25 Halm, 130. 11-16 Calboli Montefusco): inre
quot loci sunt? duodecim: a toto, a parle, a genere, a specie, a differentia per seplem circumstantias (qui locus recipit in se eliam a
matore ad minus el a minore ad maius), a proprio, a definitione, a nomine, a multiplici appellatione, ab initio, a progressione vel
profectu, a perfectione vel consummatione. Victor gives only the first cight, followed by a systematic discussion
together with examples from Ciceronian speeches (397. 14-399. 11 Halm, 35. 10-37. 24 Giomini-Cclentano;
the section on definitio augmented by extracts from Quintilian). In the papyrus we can reconstruct a list almost
identical with the presumable Greek original of Fortunatianus’ list. If [yév]oc | €f8[oc stood at the beginning
and the other elements of the restoration offered in the articulated transcript are correct, the only discrepancics
or queries are:

(i) The ‘whole-part’ pair comes not at the beginning but before ‘definition’.

(ii) What was the Greek term rendered by multiplex appellatio, which presumably followed évopa? The
Anon. Seg. lists mapdwupor (‘derivative’) among the mapaxeipeva ¢ Spew (383. 18 Sp.-H., see further below),
but it seems much more likely that the Latin renders molvdwupov. m[odvdwvupov is a little longer than my
estimate of the size of the lacuna, but probably acceptable.

(iii) What stood between ef8oc and dlov in 57 We look for the Greek counterpart of differentia and proprium:
Siagopdy, idiov: but that is not what the papyrus had. The word dircctly preceding Slov was not Stagopdy: 1
suggest §[Jaip[e]ewv (see next para.). If that is right, we shall still want ‘difference’ and ‘property’. Nothing
stands in the way of supplying §[tagopdy after efoc (§] is a good reading), but then {8io]v is not to be read: the
trace suggests |y: but #t]a would be acceptable. But if 8t ]a, we might prefer 8[tddopa to §[radopdy (the size of
the lacuna is not determinative). (It would be understandable if Stagopa was mistakenly taken by a Latin
translator as noun instead of adj.)

Sualpecic is not represented in Fortunatianus’ list (and gives a total of 13 for this group, not 12) but is an
unsurprising accession. The list of topoi tumultuously tossed off at Arist. Rh. 2. 23 includes onc éx Suatpécewc
(1398228-132). That is climination,; cf. e.g. Quint. 5. 10. 65-g (remotin). More immediately pertinent may be the
place of eaipecic vis-a-vis definition in the post-Aristotelian systems, In Cic. Top. 5. 28, repeated at Quint. 5. 1o,
63, we have definition by divisio of genus into species and by partitio of whole into parts (cf. de orat. 2. 39. 164£); 1
presume the Greck terms will have been Scadpecic and pepicpde. In the comprehensive system proflered by the
Anon, Seguerianus (sec below), Suadpecic, as one of the yevicdiraror dmou, dircctly follows poc and comprises
karapifuncic, pepiepde, and Sury Sralpecic (3821, Sp.-H.; the definitions do not quite coincide with Cicero’s);
cf. Clem. AL Strom. 8. 6. 19. 3. In our papyrus’ system Scalpecic is doubtless meant yeviaie. Cf. Lausberg, Handb.
§393, Volkmann, Rhet. 226-9.

Siaipecic again in fr. 1 (— 17), but there as a pépoc 0 Adyov, not as a topos.

One particular point of contact with Quintilian’s discussion of argumentorum loci may be noted. At 5. 10. 71,
cf. 94, Quintilian gives a brief treatment of initium, incrementum, summa. This trio must be the papyrus’ dpy,
mpoxom, Tédoc. The different choice of Latin terms for these words in Quintilian and Fortunatianus (quoted
above) scems to indicate mutually independent derivation from the Greek. Similarly with 8poc, finitio vel
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Jfimis Quint., definitio Fortunat. (It should be said, however, that the same inference is not generally made in the
case of Cic. de inv. and ad Her., where Sualpectc—the part of specch so called, see on fr. 1 — 14-17 above —is
respectively rendered partitio and divisio.)

Quintilian’s system is in fact essentially identical with our papyrus’, as a glance at his skelctal summary at
5. 10. 94 strikingly shows. The argumenta a personis causis locis tempore facultatibus modo (rebus, which subsumes all
but personis, is absent, <f. Julius Victor) correspond to the first group, while finitione, genere specte, differentibus
propriis, remotione divisione, initio tncremento summa, correspond to the second; for what follows sec on 9-18
below. While ‘name’ and ‘polyonym’ are not in this list, érvpodoyla was present in the more detailed
trcatment at 5. 10. 55, in association with ‘definition’. All Quintilian’s examples are Latin, but at least
the outline of his presentation must derive from a Greek system classified in the same way as in our
papyrus.

The system transmitted in the Anon. Seg. (382-4 Sp.-H. = Caccilius fr. 26 Ofenloch) has ten yevikdiraror
7émou: Spoc, Sualpecic, mapdfecic, cucrouyia, meployT), Spotov, mapemduevov, pdxn, Stvauic, kplcie. The first two of
these correspond to this second group of ours. dpoc is divided into (a) 6AéxAnpoc Spoc, (b) 7a év 76 Spw, and (¢) rd
mapaxeipeva ¢ Spw, of which (b) comprises yévoc, {efSoc) (add. Volkmann), i8iov, Siadopd (also {éAov, uépocy,
perhaps, but cf. Quint.) and (¢) comprises érvpodoyia, mapdvupov, éniberov, Sroxopicticdy. In our papyrus’
system the various constituents of the Anon. Seg.’s 7d év r¢ Spe enjoy cqual footing with poc, as too do évopa
and w{oAvdvupor, which correspond to the Anon. Scg.’s mapakeipeva 7¢ Spw. dpyr mpoxoms) Tédoc are
additional. Minucian’s list of topoi, 343. 24-344. 11 Sp.-H., is an unsorted jumble, but most of this group’s
components arc present, except, again, the final trio. Apsines’ collection, 285. 9-289. 17 Sp.-H,, is further
removed,

6-g 6 8¢ 7pi[7]oc s the starting-point. If my reconstruction is on the right lines, this third group is divided
in two, cach division then being further subdivided. Such a scheme is suggested by (i) mpdrepoc g, and (ii) the
apparent recurrence of wepiéywy Td kal’ éavra xadodpeva at 181, This leads to To]drwy [8¢ (A) 6 pely mpérepoc
k1A g, (B) ¢ 8[¢ me|piéxewy xrd 18. In 7-8, then, we look for initial identification of the twofold division. The
second limb of the introductory formulation is straightforward enough, except inasmuch as I suspect we should
write in 8 not 6 8¢| mepiéyov but 7ov 8¢] mepiéyov{ra), an casy haplographic loss. The first limb is more
difficult. In view of 7 Jouc, ¢[x]st [Todc pév Tém[ovc - - - €]yov[rac may be thought of, but 7év uév, the singular,
scems indicated by 6 pély mpdrepoc below. [rov pév Tém|ove Sucmeverindre mpoc 16 mpalypa €]yov[ra would satisfy
space and traces, but does not scem meaningful. Svemeverindc, an addendum lexicis, adds to the problem. Itis a
fairly sccure reading {the sigma before tau looks a bit odd but the combination is similarly formed elsewhere; 8
could be a but ad crevericae hardly helps), presumably a compound of meveruede (only ¢udo- is atiested) rather
than of crevericde. Emendation to Sven(€)icricdc (unattested) is not attractive; I see no help in the fact that
Hermagoras defined the orator’s function as 76 refév modirucov Lirnua Starileclar kard 76 évdexduevov mercrindic
(SE M. 2. 62 = Hermag. 11r. 4 Matthes). Dr Innes suggests that one might think of Svcawmyricdc ‘persuasively’
(sec Lampe, PGL s.v. for this meaning), and compares Max. Plan. In Hermog. Inv., Rhet. Gr. v 395. 1g Walz,
where émyepipara are classified as either Si8acxadind or Svcwmnricd pdvov, the example of the latter kind
being the ‘likeness” group which in the papyrus appears at 14f. below. That too would require emendation.
Could rémor Sucmeverindic mpoc 76 mpdypa éxovrec mean topoi whose relation to the matter (mpdypa in the
technical forensic sense, Lat. res or negotium) is not vulnerable to inlerrogation?

However this may be, the topoi of this IT1A group, which I take to be occupying Il g 18, correspond to the
constituents of Fortunatianus® entire third group, designated eirca rem. Sce further on g-18 below.

8f rov 8¢] mepiéxov{ra) Ta wal adrd wxalovue[va. CL 18I, where apparenly subdivided into
copfefyrdra and copmrdpara(?). A number of definitions of ka® adrd as applied to attributes are given at
Arist. APo. 1. 4, but there firmly distinguished from cupfeBnxdra. The closest approximation to a category of
‘absolutes’ in extant topos-theory seems to be in Quintlian, see intro.

9-18 Il the proffered reconstruction is essentially correct, the ITTA group of topoi, however designated,
had two further degrees of subdivision:

(i) 7d mapemdueva (Or 70 mapemdpevor), comprising 6 wpdrepov, T Hcrepov, T6 covvmdpyov (10, 13);

(il) 76 Spowor, comprising wapafods), mapdderyua, elrddv (10, 14);

(ii) 7d dvrielpeva, comprising vavria, mpdc 7, é¢ic kal crépmec, dvrigacic (11, 15f); and

(iv) 76 udAdov, comprising 76 mepréyov, 76 icov, 76 Frrov (11, 17). This is a rationally organized complex,
and one which it may be suggested underlies the less systematically presented set of loci cirea rem in
Tortunatianus and Julius Victor as well as others elsewhere with which the correspondence is less close.
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Fortunat. 2. 23 (115. 26-116. 2 Halm, 130. 13-131. 4 Calboli Montcfusco): circa rem quot loci sunt? decem. a
simili, cuius species sunt quinque: exemplum, similitudo, fabula, imago, exemplum verisimile, id est quod de comoedia sumitur;
addunt quidam et apologos, ut sunt Aesopi fabulae. qui sunt alii circa rem loci? a dissimili, a pari, a contrario per positionem et
negationem, dmd Tob wpdc T, 1d est ad aliquid, quod figuratur casibus quattuor, quibus colligimus coniuncta et copulala, id est
genetivo dativo accusativo ablativo; ab inter se collidentibus per habitionem et amissionem, id est Ew xal crépnew, a maiore
ad minus, a minore ad maius, a precedenti, ab eo quod simul est vel a coniunctis, {vel} a consequentibus. 1t is now I think
evident that this list is informed by the quadripartition found in the papyrus. simile corresponds to 76 Spotoy
(dissimile will be intrusive); par (=7 lcov) together with maius ad minus and minus ad maius constitute 76
péAdov (par will have been displaced from its proper position for the sake of opposition with contrarium);
76 dvrireipeva are slightly mangled (positio and negativ will render karddacic and drnédacie, which together
cqual dvridacic); 7a mapemdueva conclude. (Volkmann’s excision of vel, which despite its absence from the
duplicate passage at Mart. Cap. 279. 10 Dick is retained by J. Martin, Antike Rhetorik 116, is clearly right.)
The tally of ‘10’ (there are in fact 11: was the tally made before the addition of dissimile?) is presumably
subsequent.

Julius Victor, who procceds to a systematic presentation of examples (some Demosthenic, some
Ciceronian) arranged by status, evidently used the same source as Fortunatianus. Fruitful comparisons could
also be made with Cic. de inv. 1. 41 and Quint. 5. 10. 731T., 94, and with the hotchpotch of topoi catalogued by
Minuc. i 343. 24-344. 11 Sp.-H.

The four subsets correspond closely to four of the ten yeviediraror rémou of the system transmitted by
the Anon. Seg. 382. 11-384. 4 Sp.-H.: 76 mapendpevov, divided into 76 wpd 700 mpdyparoc, Td &v 7o mpdypare,
and 7 perd 16 mpdypa; 76 Spotow, divided xard T wodryra and xard T dvadoylov; 7 pdyy, with rd
évavrio and Ta dvrikelpeva as its mapareipeva; and 7 wapdecic, divided into 76 pdAdov, 76 fr7ov, and 76 icov.
Of these, two differ from the papyrus’ classifications only in terminology (76 mapemduevoy, 1 mapdfecic), two
in substance.

So much for comparanda of the ITIA quartet as a whole. A few very brief remarks on their components:

(i) 7d maperdpeva. A familiar and much discussed trio. Among the antecedents is R, Al 1430032, cf.
Arist. APr. 2. 27, 70%8-10.

(i1) 76 Spotov. Again, mapaBol, mapdSevypa, elcdw arc a familiar trio. Lat. collatio, exemplum, imago (Cic.
de inv. 1. 49, cf. Victorin. ad loc., 228. 10{I. Halm). Trypho #. 7pdmwv, which may however be later than
the papyrus, so classified dpolwac; cf. Neocles ap. Max. Plan. In Hermog. Inv., Rh. Gr. v 395 Walz,
Elsewhere mapafoly itself is the generic term. Lausberg, Handb. §422, M. H. McCall, Anc. Rhet. Theories
of Simile and Comparison. 1 take it that fabula, exemplum verisimile, and apologi in Tortunatianus’ list arc
accretions,

(i) ra dvriceipeva. This is more interesting, inasmuch as the papyrus preserves this quartet intact from
Aristotle (esp. Cat. 10, 11°16-20, with de interp. 6, 17°33). The source of Fortunatianus and Julius Victor
cvidently had not dvrigacic but its equivalent duo kardgacic and dmdgacic. On Cicero’s comparable treatment
of contraria (esp. de inv. 1. 42, Top. 47-9) see Riposati, Studi sui ‘ Topica’ 108-13.

(iv) 76 udAdov, comparatio, distinct from 76 Spotov, simile; Lausberg, Handb. §395. CL. ultimately Arist. Top.
2. 10, éx 700 pdAdov kai frrov. 78] mep[i}éxov in the papyrus, if rightly restored, is not a normal term for the
7émoc of ‘the greater’ (udMov vs. frrov, peilov vs. éXarrov, maius vs. minus), but pédov was preempted for
hierarchically higher form. CL Quint. 5. 10. 9o, ex ¢o guod continet ad id quod continetur, the Anon.
Seg.’s yevuxditaroc témoc of 7 mepoy, 383. 8-10 Sp.~H., and Minucian’s topos dnd 706 éumepieyopérov,
344- 5, 347. 26-348. 3 Sp.-H.; but this is a different topos from the ‘equal-lesser-greater’, as is clear from
Minucian.

18-24 Cf. on 8 above. This is the ITIB group, ‘the (topos) comprising the so-called sclf-existents’,
apparently subdivided into (1) copfefnrdra and (2) copnrdpara(?). co[plrr[wpdrov is a guess which cannot
be verified but fits the traces well. The cupBeBnrdra are the fourth of Aristotle’s predicables, along with poc,
iBeov, and yévoc, which arc all topoi in the papyrus’ group 11 (Top. i 41L.). But if the partner is the copmrdpara,
the most significant passage may be Epicur. Ep. 1 (ap. DL 10) 68-73, which treats of a body’s cupfefyréra
and copmrdpara in an apparently anti-Stoic polemic. The papyrus’ classification of cupBefyrdra and
copmrrdparal?) as kal® éavrd runs counter both to Peripatetic and to Epicurean doctrine, and may be derived
in some fashion from Stoicism; though it would probably be a mistake to seck strict philosophical
underpinnings to the system here outlined, which in any case is clearly cclectic. Without knowing what the
constituents of the two subgroups are it is futile to try to go further.
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(1) 76 copPefnréra. I T have correctly recovered the structure (the starting-point for the reconstruction
is a[3] mdw 21), the components of the THB(1) subgroup, the cvpfefnxéra, occupied L. 22, which is almost
wholly destroyed. They were four in number (22 init.). 7[o]i[8)7y7[a for the first is a guess consistent with the
traces. If right, mocdryra may have followed. (Cf. esp. Quint. 3. 6. 49, 51, 7. 4. 15-16.) The damaged letter-top
traces transcribed as J,, .. [ will perhaps yield ¢cperory[iav ‘correspondence’. cucroryia is one of the Anon.
Seg.’s ten yemkdraror émor (383. 5-8 Sp.-H.): 7 8¢ C‘UCTOLXL’G. ﬂpa'yy.a'.'rwv wowewviay kai Svopdrwy Snloi
cucToryeiv yap dAMAoe AMyoper wc Ty dpbvmew kal Tov dpdvepov. (This is evidently based on Aristotle, cf. esp.
Top. 2. 9, 11422611, chcrorya 8 Myerar 7d kard, THv abriy cvcrouxiav dmavra, ofov Sikatoctvy Sixatoc Sixarov
Sucaiwe.) Given mowryc and mocérne, mmphucdrye might be considered for the fourth, but there is no way of
testing. Minucian’s miscellancous list of topoi (343. 24-344. 1 Sp.-H.) includes mpAwdrne and mocdrye but
none of the others under consideration here. Another suggestion, based on cverorxia, is offered below.

There arc possible points of contact here with the tail-picce that Fortunatianus appends to his
presentation of the quadripartite system, 2. 24. Sunt el alii, quos aput varios auctores artium inventmus. These
include qualitas and quantitas, and also a locus dmd e colvyiac, id est a coniugatione sive contugalis, quod quast tunctum
est personae qualitati, ut si eum, qui hostilia sentiat, hostem indicandum esse dicamus. Is not this cvlvyla identical with the
Anon. Seg.’s cucrouyia? If 50, not only is some comfort given to the notion that modryc, mocdyc, and cveroryia
may be grouped here in the papyrus (for the locus a coniugatione, Gk. cvlvyla, sce also Cic. Top. 3. 12, criticized
by Quint. 5. 10. 85, and sec Riposati, Studi sui Topica g1-4), but also another possibility is opened up for the
fourth member, for Fortunatianus continues with the locus a contunctis, id est dnd v t ITTOCEQN xai covbéreov, ut

Sasces, lictores, loga praetexta, sella curulis, imperia, provinciae magistratuum ornamenta sunt. Calboli Montefusco,
following Halm, labels the Greek ‘irrimediabilmente corrotto’, but the various manuseript readings secm to
point 1o mé 7év mrdicewv, which is in fact the vulgate reading in the duplicate passage in Martianus Capella (5.
559, p. 279. 16 Dick, where Halm conjectured ¢né rév mpocyxdvrawv and Dick prints amo Tumdicewc), and
this scems to me definitively confirmed by Aristotle’s usage in Top. and Rhet., where cderocya and wrrdicewc
are closely related. (Cf. also Fortunatianus® gloss on the circa rem locus amé 7oi wpée 71, quoted on g-18 above.)
The terminology is grammatical, and unless there is a lacuna before ut fasces, the fasces ctc. count as a
magistracy’s inflections and compounds. Perhaps therefore mr@cc or cdvfecic went in tandem with cucroiyia
in the papyrus.

(2) 76 copmrdypara(?). The number of topoi in this, the ITIB(2) subgroup, is unknown. If what follows ¢
8¢ Seirepoc is a numeral, it will be either y’(= ), 7'( = 8), or ¢[(-)" (= 10-19); but also possible is {[uxove éxer
rémovc x, or kol adroc 8% For 23-4, given [xne and the acceptability of rvy[, it is tempting to recognize év Tc
dvdylrne, 7ov ifc] Tox[ne. If so, it may be relevant, at least indirectly, that dvdycn, Téxn, and dyvora were
subheads of Hermagoras® coyyvéuy (purgatio: ad Her. 2. 231E, Gic. de inv. 2. 94{L., cf. Quint. 7. 4. 14-15; cf.
Matthes, Lustrum g (1958) 1621.). Thus & 8¢ Sebrepoc {[Stxodc Exew rémove ¥ Tov Tic dvdy]lunc, Tov T[] Tox[7¢,
v Tic dyvolac? But no reliance can be put on this, and the total result, which has dvdyxy cte. classed as
copmrddpara, is not one that greatly recommends itself. )

24 At this point I lose track of the structure. Fortunatianus® cirea rem group is followed by a fourth and
final group, the loci post rem, just two in number, eventus and fudicatum. There is no sign of these in the papyrus—
unless the unplaced fr. (5) belongs somewhere hercabouts. eventus renders éxBacic (lost from Fortunatianus, but
given by Victor 6. 4; ¢f. Quint. 5. 10. 86, Minuc. 347. 16-26 Sp.-H.), and at fr. {8) = 2 (={r. 2 —> 26?) 5
&xPafcic oflers itself. But I can make nothing more of this. (This ékBaccc will have no connection with that of fr.
1 = 17, 30, which is a pépoc 706 Adyov.)

26 -Amyfw Tédoc: two items in a list of topoi? For rédoc, cf. 31-6 below; and the following sentence there,
36-8, on the topos $méA[guc, invites recognition of 78] M here, rather than one of the many other -Amphic
compounds with rhetorical significance, Then at 26f something—one of the aforementioned topoi? 7
¢cPacic? —is divided into (sub)topoi: elc x 7é|uverar rémouc. One of these subtopoi is guclwpa (28), another ends
in-An (28 nit.; the traces at the end of 27, cven if rightly located, arc useless). After réloc in 26 apparently quf or
x| (not 5 8[&); % S[méAnhic 8¢ is thinkable, to provide the subject of 7éuverar, but I should have expected rather
7 8¢ Smddmipic, if not Todrwr 8¢ 4 Imédnpuc.

I can offer no cogent integration of these data, with or without ékBacic. ¢uclwpa ‘natural tendency, bent’,
is cited by LS only for Hipparch. ap. Stob. 4. 44. 81 (pl.). Or it could be $iciwpa (not in LSF, but used by
Hippolytus Romanus, see Lampe, PGL s.v.); unlikely, even if Philodemus speaks of dmodihecc meuciwpévar, de
mus. p. 26 K. -\ is conccivably SiaBods} (cf. Arist. Rh. 3. 15, Rh. AL 2g, 1436938-37733). On dmdyyhc see
further on 3611 below.
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31-6 &8¢ 70b rédovc So[rei] ulev ellvar [6] adroc [16h mpo]lepnuéve 7[€]A[ee would fit spaces and traces well
and make good sensc in view of the continuation in 33-5. The réloc just mentioned (26) is distinguished from
the earlier 7éloc, evidently that of 1. 6, as the definition given in 34f. confirms. The rest of L. 32 may give a more
specific reference for ‘the aforementioned rédoc’. dmé r[of] mpd[yparoc would suit nicely at the line-end;
preceded by e.g. 7¢ év roic? Does this give us the name of the second group of topoi, sought in -4 above? It
seems at least as appropriate a designation as the loet in re of the Latin artes. 4o 706 mpdyparoc would normally
imply simply the mpdcwmov/mpdypa distinction fundamental to topos-theory, but here probably the preposition
is also significant, contrast mpéc 76 mpd[ypa in the definition of the third group, 7f.

I am not sure what to make of the superfluous ink associated with av in 34. It may reflect an intention to
write dicavel, as Dr Innes suggests.

avéparfov: déparov would be the expected orthography.

What preceded évexev in 362 The letter after « is definitely not 7, so not e.g. -Sewcrurcijc. 7]édes would suit the
beginning, as far as space and traces go.

3611 6 3¢ rijc dmoA[flecwc] T[6]moc: restored largely on the basis of 38 Srerdijgacwy, cf. also 26 -Anphw. After
mapd Ticw, me[ic]r | micred is possible, but I should suppose rather me[pi] Tw[oc or rw[wy, followed by either
vmoddfipes itself (the line-division probably at 5] or dmo|) or a quasi-synonym, e.g. 86y or éwola. To that, ofdy or
dmoudy T smehidacw is apparently appended, on the face of it a gratuitous and muddling addition, but ofoy ¢
vmetkijpacw;” is surely out of the question. Docs of 8¢ introduce a competing definition? rwoc makes an
acceptable reading in 39, but not I think mep{ 7woc. Then Caccilius.

I do not find SméAmyuc as a topos attested clsewhere, and SméAphic enjoys no regular place in the rhetorical
literature. Ata guess, the seminal text is again Arist. Rh.: 1416936, Totiro 8 écri 76 Myew Sea Sprdicer 76 mpdypua,
7 dca moujcer moaPeiv yeyovévar kA (is this the ultimate basis for such distinctions as Apollodorus’ between
mpaypatikéy and mepl éwwolac, Quint. 3. 6. 35?), or 1395P10-11, on the value of gnomai, 8¢t croyd{ecfar moia
Tuyxdvouct mpovmodaufdvovrec, €lf’ otirwc mepi Tobrwy kafdlov Méyew. This is taken up especially by Hermog.
Inv. 1. 1, where prooemia & smojthewc are extensively treated. Intermediate Stoic influence should not be
discounted; Chrysippus wrote 7. smoAjifewc; cf. karada[pfav- or -da[B- in 42. Cf. also al]¢ficewe 44.

Cacecilius is presumably C. of Cale Acte, who is known to have written on technical rhetoric (Quint. g. 1.
15). The transmitted form of the name in Greek is regularly Kexihoc; acfe confusion in our papyrusis evidenced
at 2 — 34, | 14 (e for at) and at 1 | 27 (a for €), cf. . T. Gignac, Grammar i 192f. The papyrus testimony,
whatever it may have been, is new, and I cannot relate it to any of the testimonia attributed to Caccilius’ réyvy
pnropuci) in . Ofenloch’s edition of his Fragmenta. (The attribution is in most cases extremely dubious; and it
may be noted that on the criteria for Caecilian aseription applied by Ofenloch, following Angermann, our
papyrus would itself be so ascribed.) After Aéyer, Tap[ is reasonably certain, though only the tops of the letters
survive. Though the estimate of letters lost from the end of the line can only be approximate, the space
limitations constrict the scope for restoration. map[& mécw 86]|¢qv &€ érépac [xp|épachalt] may indicate at least
the construction. 86]€qv (let alone the content of the prcccdiﬁg lacuna) is not assured. In 41, I do not think
Kauihlou is to be read, but I do not know what is.

43f c.g. rd pélv odv abrdlfer micrevduev[d éerew (or edvar)| éx Thc al]chicewe davepd, kTA? T 8¢ €[k Tiic
smoMjhewc? Relevant here may be Quint. 5. 10. 12, procertis autem habemus, primum quae sensibus perciptuntur (cf. 44
allefrjcenc?) . . ., deinde ea, in quae communi opinione consensum est (cf. Sméhprc?), cte.

45 For the meaning of {ijrypa, Lat. guaestio, in rhetorical writings, sce esp. Quint. 8. 11.

48 diov[v]c[e-is a possibility that may be worth raising. Mention of D. of Halicarnassus in such a context,
and in the vicinity of Caccilius, would not surprise, cf. ¢.g. Quint. 3. 1. 16. But c.g. #]8tow is also possible.
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fr.2
eavep, ., . [.].700¢€d, v[ Jve
xbpoc[, Jxaw([, . Jea[. . Tv..[ lar7d
racay, o Jpseb?
cavap, O[, Jago,  veoy[ Jal. Jov[. Jeroc

ectixpnl]. occovdmuena, [ 1. [1. [ Jmeamomre
»I_(OVO.’I_T[. ld0e, . [ ]5o>— | 1 (vac)

mepumicTevTicwvemy, [ ¢. 6 ] wv (vac.)

1.[..]. wvovvo, rwcexo, Twver[ ¢. 6 JauB[
o ovmeer[ Jovedd, [Tvpl e 7 Jwal Jare [
¢.5Jocd[, . Jmoce[, ].vome. [ ¢. 5 ]po[. ]. avpevod [
.6 Vol Jueraracxes]. ], pevorsgl. . erorcl
.8 ][, ]p. veexlpoico[, . lampocrovy, aypa [
cocof, ], [ ]el. . Jvdevocaé, [, ... Javay’kal. . evoc
ore, [, Jval, Jorerovrow. . a. [, . ]. neacoricepdevaw
15 exr[ ¢ 8 Jpeaux, ... ... SemAeovaywenTol
AL o8 LW [es ke [ Jopevocmep:
il c7 1., .1
Touc[ .8 ], . .¢c. . [....]. . vdeyirovac, apru

pac[ ¢ 8 1. [.1..... CNEML, . €PACOL

[..]. @ kamnoveral

—
=]

20 kea[ ¢ 8 ]

ea. [ c1r ] [, . Iv[.]). voca, [, Jovco

t Initial ¢ enlarged  After g, 7 acceptable, then perhaps o; variously distributed traces amid
lacunac o[, or y 2 After y, perhaps 7 or 3 .., first perhaps e, sccond upright, c.g.
ev 4 ., consistent witha |, specks below the line, then a stroke coming in to foot of » 5 1.,
tracc coming in to base of 0 as of a, 8, A, g, if w hardly room for another letter preceding |, [, perhaps
KT 7 . [, two converging obliques as of a, 8, X, ¥ |., uprightasof tor+  An inferior paragraphos
will have been lost below wy 9 1...,confused traces consistent with eyy | [1, o, ] suggested but w not
excluded (not exfp-) g, or A 10 [.]., top of apparent upright, {cr]e cramped but acceptable
11 Here and in subsequent lines, towards the beginning of the line, fibres are torn and detached ], 0 or
w 12 ] [, upright 13 ]..[, indeterminatc [, w0 acceptable  After {, op acceptable
14 [, upright  , letier-top speck, and oblique or horizontal coming in to basc of a, as of' 8, «, A, g if e it
directly succeeds w  After @, perhaps upright |, apparent descender as of p or ¢ 15 After «,
indeterminate specks on damaged surface 16, eor 8, then foot of apparent upright ], u? s
wv? 17 21 After the lacuna, indecipherable traces on damaged surface 18 After ¢ (or €?), ou
perhaps suggested ], |, ea? 19 Before ¢pe, ov not excluded nor verifiable; above the first ¢, a stroke
unaccounted for  After p, er anomalous but not excluded 20 |, q,, eav suggested? 21 [,
upright ], [, trace on the line, then upright and top horizontal, perhaps y or w  After cq, baseline trace
and upper speck, 8?2 £



[
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éavéu, ... [.]. 70 8¢ Sev| ¢. 22 v é-

xopoc [ Jeawl. . Jeal Jo. [ c20  Jdrro(y)-
Ta, éav év Ba ¢. 25 | néon(v),
éav mapg. 8[t]agopdy, éav [ ¢ 15 Jaf. Jov[. Jxroc

éer xpml. Jog, covbiiren, o [ ], [.]..[.. mapoi]uia, mommi-
wov am[S]dpleypu[al.
mept mcTeuTIK@Y émiy[etpnud] Ty

T[ob]Twv 0y olTwc éxdvrawv éxf c. 5 Alauf| ¢ 5

.. 7)éxvow micr[e]wv Moy p[ ¢ 7 Jual, JaTe

c. 5 Joc 8. . lmoc é[ct]w 6 7epi [pdpTv]po[c]. éav pév ol (v)
.6 Ju[. . w]uer karackev[acloper o7 plido]c Toic
dvridino]i[c B]piv 0¢ éxOpd{i}c, §[7] dmpoc Tob wpdypa-
Toc, o[7t] . [.]e[. o]ddevdc Géio[c, o7t] dvayraldpevoc,
orve, [, Jval. JoTe 7'9;57'(;) pap[Tv]picac, 6T kepdévew(v)

éx T[od papruplficas « de wAeovaydc, fTot

AL a8 Jpéav [, . cJrev[a]lduevoc mepl

B[ 7 1....9..... |plac dmép 8¢ avTod

roic [ ¢ 8 1...¢c..[....]éay 8¢ yirovac pgpru-

pac[ 8 1...[.1..... enciuerépac os
wea[ ¢ 8 ]..... [..] éav kamhrovc kal
éav [ 11 ] [.. o]9[8]evoc gf[{]ouc, o-

12 l. dmepoc 14 l. wepdaivaw
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il €. 13 1.1 ¢ 7 Jucevm[], Sovpe)

N ¢. 21 ]. capicrovcex’Ae
¢. 23 Jpevimepav
55 a5 c. 16 Jovovou {.]..0¢€[]
[][ ¢ 17 Jmovamo, ec|

oo Lo L ers ] apoprave|
Lo L e [ e9 1L o[ Jwovnpar]
10U L arpe. [ Jrovciavaducerateqy, | [
s0 L m.... 8w, wvmouc, [, JxarryribiavSiadnufy
n. . exp. vl vecrwmevncecTwdeavryTod:
e Seevavty|, Jvmaveravrwv, mury[ | |
1. .. opl]. . Torcopevmepideoproveredol , e, ],
L Jamol. . ] vvavdicidapwralbeocr |, | Ju[
35 ¢. 8 . Tuywvaryywvyepwrveo|
c.9 ] oxwcunrwapilovarwd|
c. 10 ], mpody[. ], varcxvy[, Jvrkarg|
¢. 10 Jadeyewroyapevavr[], . . [

¢. 10 ]mpaxfevraevava, ,  ¢[

40 c.9 ]..amcrevecdawa[]pov[,]. . [
¢.9 Jewaivaar[, Jern, a[ldn[. Jog, [
¢.8 Jecrwr. [ 8 Jasv[. ] wv|
.8 Jmcowp, [ ¢ 10 Jwep[. Jval
¢.8 Jrammro[ .8 Jva, [].e.[

45 ¢.7 1.0 Jawcpev[ ¢ 8 ] A [

¢.7 . e amen| . 11 1.1

22 7[,orm ]y, characteristic high near-horizontal rising to top of x ], o, in which case #[, Jo, or w,
in which case mw, suggested 23 [, arc as of o, not excluding €, ¢, others ],, v acceptable
25 After ova horizontal, lower than would be expected forr ], |, tops, second perhaps v 26 Aftermo,
left half of A, x? 27 Before au, upper part of upright 28 After p,loopofe? | [, arcon theline,
e 29 Before g, v»  After mv, » or 7 suggested [, traces on damaged surface, wo? prob. line-
end 30 After ¢, vr acceptable butunverifiable [ [,fore 31 After n, vsuggested, then pexpv[v]y
acceptable, also xpov[o]v 32 Before ¢, an upright, i Before 8¢, perhaps 7o, preceded by upright
(ae?) 33 Jrpyop? but the following traces are difficult and not compatible with any obvious
guess 34 ]., p acceptable 37 Before =, two faint traces suggesting nothing but «, perhaps
admitting «  [.],, [A]o acceptable 38 ]...[, first o or w, [t]ov or [Jwc acceptable, then perhaps
T 39 ..., upper parts of yx? then hole and specks close to line,  rather than «? 40 1. .,
vr? ], .[, perhaps ev 41 Between 5 and ¢, anomalous traces, among them a letter-top horizontal
. [ consistent with ¢ 42 [, perhaps « followed by upright ], foot as of = 43 . [, of vowels o
suggested 44 .. [, cr? 1., letter-top horizontal 45 1. [, oblique suitable for A Coming in to
A, mid-stroke of & 46 ]., acutec angle at upper right, {? Beforec o, horizontal as of
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[t co12 1.[ ¢ 7 Jukev =, JoSovpe

n ¢. 20 o]vc dpicTouc éxe-
¢. 23 |pev vmép av-
e.5 J...10 ¢. 15 p]évov o [, ],  Se
Ao o .17 lmov amopéc[Bac
Aot 0 . 15 1. apaprdve| ¢ 4

N ULanl eo 1L el movnpdy] c. 4

0] L)L ame wlepliovciar ddlceran égy

An. . S v momce [ ] kal iy 8lav Siddquiiy

o An. cexp vl v éerw mévme, écTwv 8 adTh 6 Si-

A - T 8¢ évavrifo]v mdv én’ adrav éml | ]
.. Lopll. . movjcopev.  mepl 8¢ Sprov crefd[p]e[0]a

o[, | o]uvdwr Sicibaipwy dleoc, 7[Ao]d[ci-

~ b ~ N
©oc wévnc, €|TUX @Y ATUXAY, Yépwy véo[c ¢ 4

¢. 6 duw]pokwe pi rwa pilova xkivd[vvov

c. 10 ], wpddn[A]ov aicxiv[n]v katal

¢. 10 Jadéyew 1o yap évavr[{], . [
c.10  Jmpaxfévra év dvdyiy ¢[
¢ 9 Jvra micredeclar af{]poy[p]ev[

9 Jeivar va an{, Jery, adn[c]opelv

8 Jecrwrw| ¢.8 Jud[a] rév ]
.8 Jmcwpo[ ¢ 10 Jmep[, Jval

8 Jrarpo[ ¢ 8 Jrvac, . e [

¢. 5 mo]A[AJdrc hev[d .7 1. €. [
e.7  Jlerarmem[ co1r ][

29 1. drjcerar 30l SudAnpw 34 1. Sercidaluwy 361 pellova
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¢.7 ). mcreve|
¢.8 Jmrobia, [
.8 Javewrw|
c.9 Jam[, Jcroi]

c. 10  Javnd[
c. 10 | mrode[
c. 10 J.vr ox[
c.11 Jomouc|
c. 11 Japack|
c. 11 Jovde[

c12 ], 7o[

48 [, horizontal as of 7 50 Ja, or A
After =, top of possible upright, ¢ suggested by space

53 1., trace joining foot of v,
x almost beyond doubt
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¢.7 .1 merevc|
¢. 8 Jmrou Swo. 7[
c. 8 Javew 7d[
50 .9 lam[t]cror[
¢. 10 Jarnd[
¢. 10 1. n7ode¢[
¢. 10 ] Avriox[
e 11 1émouc|
55 €. 10 m|apack|ev
¢ 11 Jov &¢[
.12 ]...70]

fr. 2} 1-6 I cannot recover the drift. In 1 perhaps 76 8¢ 8ed[repov, unless Sex[duevov. Are strings of 2dvs to
be recognized? 1 éav Eumoplolc, 1-2 édlv éxfpoc [F] kal v[éoc], éav k7A? 2-3 c.g. (-)mpldrTo(v)7a, masc. sing.
or neut. pl.? g fin. uén(v): perhaps cf. c.g. Cic. Top. 75, vinolentia in a context of ‘extrinsic’ proofs, Rh. AL
1429*18. 3 Ba[cav-, or (Innes) fa[vave-? Dr Innes, comparing Hermog. 29. 12{l. Rabe, suggests a list of
different kinds of wpécwna. Perhaps what is under discussion, at least down to 4, is the exploitation (by the
defence?) of the particular circumstances of the deed. 4 mapa Staopdy ‘because of a dispute’? The list at the end
may be of a class of ‘outsid¢’ things, [é]xrdc 4 fin., from which arguments can be drawn, Cf. esp. Quint. 5. 11.
36-44, on outside sources of auctoritas: mapoi]uia ‘proverh’ ~ ea quae vulgo recepta sunt (41), mouyri|xov
am[8]dleyp[a] ‘poctic saying’ ~ sententiae poetarum (39-40). This is the category of kpicic (Quint. ibid. 36,
Hermog. progymn. 23, p. 8. 7 Rabe, quoting a Hesiodic apophthegm, Anon. Seg. 384. 2 Sp.-H.). Before covfiy
I sce no plausible alternative 1 xpn[cp]ée, though that makes an extremely cramped reading. Cf. Quint. ibid.
A2 ponilur a quibusdam el quidem in parte prima deorum auctorilas, quae est ex responsis, Anon. Seg. loc. cit. wpicic 8¢
MydOricerar dmo Qecw . . .. covfrixn one might expect to find among the ‘inartificial’ proofs, which are treated in
the next section (see on 8 (1. below), butitisin place here ifimagined as without direct bearing on the case; NB
Quint. ibid. 43-4 (and for xpycude cf. 5. 7. 35).

7 mepi micrevTikdv émy[eipnud]rwv. Heading or end-title? I had supposed it to be a chapter or section
heading, in accordance with the practice of later rhetorical manuscripts, but it may rather be intended to close
the preceding scetion. The position of the coronis is not decisive, cf. e.g. VII 1011 8g/go. At all events, since
what follows is a discussion not of the évrexvor micreic, which is what would normally occupy a section on
cpicheiremes, but of the drexvor micreuc, it seems unavoidable that the reference must be to what precedes. The
precise meaning of émiyelpyua may have varied somewhat from writer to writer (Quint. 5. 10. 1-8, Martin, Ant.
Rhet. 105 £, Kroll, Das Epicheirema), but it would be astonishing ifit ever included the drexvor micrec; see below,
however. The restoration émpy[eipnud]rewr is perhaps not inevitable; certainly micrevrinde seems rather
superfluous with it (cf. ¢.g. Minucian’s definition of émyewpipara as vd mpdc micrv rob Smoreypévov LIyripatoc
AapPavépeva, 341. 7-¢ Sp.-H.), and I do not recall having come across émeyepiippara so qualified elsewhere. On
the probability that the — page preceded this one, sec intro.

811, What follows is cvidently a systematic treatment of the ‘inartificial’ proofs (drexvor micrec,
inartificiales probationes). 'The distinction between ‘artificial’ (évrexvod) and ‘inartificial’ proofs is standard from
Aristotle (Rh. 1. 2. 2) on, as Quintilian attests (5. 1. 1) and the surviving treatises confirm. Some excluded the
drexvor from the province of rhetoric (Quint. 5. 1. 2, of. Cic. de orat. 2. 118), but I know of no Greek writer who
did. Aristotle listed vépor, udprupec, covdijkar, Bdcavor, Sproc (Rh. 1. 15, cf. Rh. Al. 1428%23); morc or less
similar lists are given by Cic. de inv. 2. 46, de orat. 2. 116, Rhet. ad Her. 2. 9, Quint. 5. 1. 2, ¢f. Vict. 403. 2g Halm
(44- 2-3 G.-G.) and Fortunat. 2. 25; Minuc. 340. 5f. Sp.-H., Anon. Seg. 378. 7£. Sp.-H. In the papyrus we
have mepi Sprov at 33, and 7ep! [pdprv]po[c] can be confidently restored at 10.

I cannot recover the opening, beyond the initial phrase. If -7 |éyvav is rightly recognized at the beginning
of g, the technical nomenclature isin evidence; évr]éyvar seems to suit the space better than d-. gre at the end of
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g suggests dre|[xv-, but then what of the beginning of 10, where ?6 mp@r]oc 8[¢ 76]moc suggests itself? 6{c} 8[¢ a’
7é]moc a desperate solution. If at least ré]moc is right, for its application to the ‘inartificial’ proofs cf. ¢.g. ad Her.
2. 9; usage of the term rémoc might bring émyepfuara in its train, cf. Alexander’s definition of a topos, cit. ap.
Anon. Seg. 382. 2-4 Sp.~H., as an dgopur émyetpriparoc, 7 {dpopus) micrewc el} 60ev dv Tic Sppdpevoc émyelpnua
edpoy; cf. Quint. 5. 10. 20.

wept [pdprv]po[c]. The restoration depends on the identification of the content of the next few lines. -po[c]:
not -pwy or -pt’ac.

101, The basis for the reconstruction is a section in Anon. Seg. on the discrediting of witnesses, 386. 3-9
Sp.-H., which begins: 7éc 8¢ paprvpilac alriacdpeda fror pidovc elvar Myovrec Toic dvmidikoic Tode pdprupac 7 fpuiv
exBpovc 1} Sdpa edmpdrac 1) maparexAuévouc 1j Epyov 16 knraeuSopaprupeiv motoupévovc. The germ, once again,
is Arist. Rh. 1. 15. 19, 13768301, 76 8 dAXa mepi pdprupoc 7 didov 7 Exlpod 7 peraéd wrA; cf. Rh. Al 15, esp.
1431737-41 cremréov 8¢ kal el pidoc écriv 6 pdprve § paprvpel, 1) e pérecri mofev adr) Tod mpdyparoc, 7 éxfpde
écrwv of karapaprupel, 7 mévne: TobTww yap of uév 816 ydpw, of 8¢ 8id Tipuwplav, of 8¢ Sud wépdoc Imomredovrar Td
Jevdij paprupeiv. Dig. 22. 5. 3, in persona eorum exploranda erunt in primis condicio cuiusque, utrum quis decurio an plebeius
sit, . . . an locuples vel egens sit ut lucri causa qui facile admittat, vel ut inimicus ei sit adversus quem testimonium fert, vel amicus
ei sit pro quo lestimonium dat; ad Her. 2. 11, testes corrumpi posse vel pretio vel gratia vel metu vel simultate; most fully of all,
Quint. 5. 7, apparently drawing on Domitius Afer’s two-book treatment of the subject (5. 7. 7). Add Hermog.
Stat. 19, 45. 16-20 Rabe, rovr ydp cot kafddov wept papripwy écrw Texvinov Decipyua, 7 SiafdAew adrodc, 671
7pdc xdpw 7 8 ExOpav 7) 84 Twa olkeidtyTa abrod paprupodcw 1 Sid képdoc Tu olkeiov, 7 B8 T6 p) elvar 8L HAuciay
atwomicrove.

I take it that karacxev][de]opev in 11 is the main verb; -[dL]opev, -[dc]wper, -[dfJwpev would make cqually
good readings, but future indicative is normal, and cf. movjcoper 33. karackevdlew here evidently not in its
technical sense, the opposite of dvackevdlew, but simply ‘we shall make out’ that he is on the opposition’s side
etc., shall represent him as so being. But dvacke]v[dew]uer would do nicely as the verb of the édv clause in the
papyrus; cf. the context of the scction in Anon. Seg., Acewc (= dvackeval) 7@y micrewy as opposed to karackeval
76w micrewv (385. 9-11 Sp.-H.). mép 8¢ adrod in 17 may introduce the corresponding ‘positive’ lines of
argument (not given in Anon. Seg.), though I should rather have expected the formal balance of an éav 8¢
clause, and we are free to postulate one, as Dr Innes suggests, at 24, éav 8¢ katacxevdcw]pev dmép adl[rod. Itis
not quite clear how far the scction of witnesses extends: all the way to 33, it would scem.

814 plido]c rojc [dvridicols[e, 7lufy 8¢ éxOpd{c}c. Though it entails the assumption of a copying crror, the
reconstruction seems guaranteed by Anon. Seg. cited above; of. Quint. 5. 7. 30 (s1 amicitia accusaloris, si
inimicitiae cum reo), ibid. 33, ibid. 2.

8[7e] dmipoc (L. dmespoc) Tobi mpdyparoc. Ad Her. 2. g contra testes . . . scire illos non potuisse, cf. the general point
made on the other side at Quint. 5. 7. 83, scientiam in testibus . . . esse . . . dicitur, and ibid. 24 (neminem praeter eos, qui
possint scire); Rh. Al 1431°13-15, on the §6fa 100 Myovroc, Tov & dvmiMéyovra pdhicra Seuvivar pundepiav
E’IL'TTE[,PL’GV gXOVT(l TdV E,V(lVTLIOV.

13 8[7e] d¢[mle[p o]ddevde dép[c would fit well. Gemep is hardly wanted, but I am not sure that mérme
(commended by Dr Innes, who suggests correspondingly e.g. [movnpode xai mévlyrlac at 21 below) is
compatible with the remains.

14 TovT@ pap[rv]picac makes a good reading, though perhaps not inevitable. Before it, I can come up
with nothing more plausible than é¢[r¢]y d[AA]o7e.

15T mheovaydic wrd; various ways of profiting (xepdaivewr 14) from testifying? The surviving traces before
8¢ scarcely even allow guesses to be tested, but xepd- is difficult to accommodate; perhaps xal rodro. In what
follows, perhaps an infinitive before péwy, if péMawv is right; but the most promising decipherment of the
initial traces may be g}[, suggesting elA[nddc Sdpa vel sim.; in that case 4] pédwv sc. Aaufdvew; this seems
rather too much for the lacuna, but perhaps not. In the following lacuna there is probably room enough for [
mapac]xev[a]{Suevoc, ‘suborned’, though I should rather have expected the perfect, and the continuation (mepi
i8{o[v, 8i6[ryroc) is not clear. As Dr Innes suggests, there may be deliberate use of past, future, and present:
eA[npose 58y (sc. dpa) 7] péMwv [ mapac]xev[a]{Spevoc, the last referring to negotiations taking place during
the trial (‘making preparation to get gifts/receive bribes’). At sentence-end (inferred from the following 3¢) 1
have tried inter alia papruplac, ryuwplac, movyplac, but all founder on the proximity of i (i.e. 5, presumably): the
letter itself could perhaps be read as a tau, but the trema is fairly clear,

17f. dmép 8¢ adrob roic [evavriowe x]pnedu[efa would well suit space and traces but cannot be regarded as

more than speculative.
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19-20 ¢t|xea: not owceal; p possible for «.

21 ¢.g. ... éaw [mévyrac kal &lcr(ep o]P[8]evoc ¢é[{]ouc? Cf. 15 above.

22-4 Perhaps 23f. 7]odc dplcrovc &kXé|[Eachar vel sim., but I can make nothing of 22 fin. as it stands. For
the sense Dr Innes suggests e.g. ém 6 Towodroc méduxev (to lic, betray, ctc.) (mpoSodvar), and 8ri xpy)
dic pdprupac Todc dplcrove éxAéfacbar. mps SovA(e)r- (for A>p see Gignac, Grammar i 105) is thinkable but
hardly cogent.

24f. dmep ad|[Toi: apparently a transition to lines of argument in support of the witness, cf. on 10{F. above.

28 dpa[pr- again? Then 7)é[v]yralc] would suit. But all is most uncertain.

209 7 7[ep|ovciay ddicerar | drjcerar ‘he will give up his wealth’? Dubious.

29f. If wo| after édv(?), perhaps mo|{v]np-; if 8.” adrdv follows, movypdc too short, wovypdy 7 suitable. But
this may be well wide of the mark.

30 1w {8lav SudAnyuw ‘his private opinion’? Butit is difficult to fix the meaning of §idAnic without a better
understanding of the context. If the usage is Epicurean (which I doubt), cf. the apparent pairing of
copBefyrdra and copmrdpara at — 20.

31-3 péxp v[G]v is a possible reading, but what stood at the beginning of the line? Apparently | Ty
(¢17{v}?). el 8¢ canmot be read. péypr v[6]y écrow mévne, Ecrwv 8¢ adr 76 8{| [xa]ipr? ‘He may have been poor up till
now, but justice is on this side’? Forced. At the beginning of 33 I seem to see xa]ryyop-: the prosecution as
opposed to the defence (Arist. Rh. 135811 and Rh. Al. 142623 are the primary texts); of the possibilitics
afforded by émi [, 1, énl m)[v | ka]rnyep[{]av is perhaps the most plausible on all counts, but no termination
is readily reconciled with the traces, and xajrgyop- may be wholly illusory; before 7, o is the letter most
suggested (not ).

33fT. Oath. Arist. Rk. 1. 15. 27-33, Rh. Al. 1432%33-Y4, Anon. Scg. 386. 18-21 Sp.-H., Quint. 5. 6.

34 At the beginning we look for something like € ¢ Suvbwr (écrdv) or dmoide (écrw) & duviw. Perhaps
restore wor]amd[c 6 8]uvdwy. For the meaning ‘of what kind’, normal in later Greek, see W. Bauer, Wb. 2. NT,
s.v. moramdc; a similar form of sentence at Hermog. Inv. 1. 1, p. 94. 6-7 Rabe.

37 The shame of discovered perjury to be adduced in support of an oath’s trustworthiness? Cf. Rh. Al
14.3’2“34—8, 8ei 8’ Srav p.e‘v adTov abfew e’oé/\w,u,ev, /\e"yew olrwc “oddeic dv e’mopxefv ,Boﬁ)wrro, ¢0Boﬁpevoc 'rr}v TE
mapo, v fedv Tepwplay kal T mapd Toic dvfpdmoic alcxtvny”, kai Srefiévar St Todc pév avlpdrmovc Aabeiv écre,
Tovc 8¢ feodc odx Ectiv.

40 a[{]pop[p]ev[: act. indic. or med. part.

41 The damaged traces after cry present difficulties which T cannot resolve, whether darfi]- or dr[o]-
preceded, and whether part of dginu or of gnui followed.

43 dpolce vel sim., dpo[Aoyyuévye vel sim.?

48 Jmwrow 8ud. This articulation is virtually enforced by the absence of a trema on the first . -7roc opt. or
nom. pl.? Perhaps ypa]mrof adj. Itis not clear whether we are still in the context of dpkoc.

50 dmictot prob.

53 Isce no plausible alternative to recognition of Avrioy-: Antiochus, or someone from Antioch. Likelicst
may be A. of Ascalon (whom some have thought to be the source of Cic. Top.).

Unplaced fragments of fr. 2

() (6)
— . . . . . . Vo .
] [ ] | - . T.epl
Ivexed[ Joveay[ Jewe[ - Jvau[
Jael Jal 18enerBal Juka]
. . . . . ]_CLSLX[ Jrewc, |
Jue. [ 5 10oé]
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(a). Apparently top of page

(8). The physical appearance of this scrap suggests that it may belong somewhere in the large hole at
1I. 23-30 of the main fragment, in which case its likely position is = 25-8, ¢. 24 letters from the linc-beginning,
{ 23-7, ¢. 14 letters from the line-beginning

—1 Jgore

J 1 1., foot of upright as of ¢, y, 7, not 7

Remaining: several scraps and strands not worth transcribing in isolation, some blank.

3709. UnkNOwWN TEXT wiTth MARGINALIA

Plate 1

13 1B.129/D(3-4)¢ 4.8 X 4.9cm Third century

Since it mentions an Abderite ceremony and a $apuardc, it was thought that this
scrap might in some way relate to Call. fr. go. So perhaps it may, but it rather requires
elucidation than affords it.

On the front (—) a block of four lines, written in a small third-century hand, has the
appearance of a scholium. There are scanty remains of two other sets of writing on this
side. Above and to the left of the putative scholium are the extreme ends of two lines of
writing in a large hand (ifindeed it is writing at all). Below is a line of writing in a small
hand similar to that of the supposed scholium but more cursive; a gap separates it from
the preceding lines, and the papyrus is broken off below. This could be another note.

On the back ({) are line beginnings in an informal hand, which abrasion has
rendered mostly illegible. The top four lines appear to be in a different, smaller hand,
probably identical with that of the four-line note on the front.

Itis possible that the fragment is from the top corner of a codex. Then the main text
will be represented by — 1-2 and |, 5-11. If = precedes |, — is the right-hand page (in
codex terms the recto) and the — scholium isin the outer margin; if | precedes —, | is the
right-hand page and the —> scholium is in the inner margin. In either case |, 5 will be the
beginning of the first line of its column, and — 1 the end either of the {irst or the second.

An annotated text is likely to be verse, and in that casc the metre ought to be
recoverable from the line beginnings of | 51T., and a start made towards identification.
But I cannot read those lines well enough even to verify the premise.

v

— dewwacn.
le [ ... . oVTOVCTIQY
1, 2 not certainly letters at all Hand of | 1-4 possibly identical with that of —

3-6, and that of | 5-11 with that of = 1-2
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I [ 5 .. Kcakwvep(

1 eopryevaBdnporc, [ . kakar, [
1 erprpeper(ar)pappar| e verel

5 ] . evarTucyroicmap| QUXOp, Qe

] cweopryayer | aMarer, , . [
] [ 10 ..ococ, |
Jaramepeue, . [ ndeavy|
5 init., fcctof two uprightsasof mory ¢, 5 €p, Or ¢ v init., perhaps xqs, then
ora 6 first ¢ altered from a? ¢ehovc poss. 8 xopouc? 10 T0C?

— 3 éopm) & ABS¥pocc. Perhaps the Thargelia, known at Athens and assumed for Abdera (Nilsson, Gr.
Feste 108).

4 Tpéperar dappax(dc. For the ¢apuaxdc at Abdera cf. Call. fr. go, "Ev’, ABSnp’, of viv [, .. ]Aew
pappaxdv dywei, Ov. Ibis 4691, and Scholl. ad loce. (cited by Pfeifler on Call. loc. cit.). For his Tpodj, cf. the
Callimachean diegeseis (it 321.), fotvnc drodadwr Sapoie, and Hippon. fr. 8 West, xdie mapéfew icxddac Te kal
wélav | kai Tvpdy, ofov écfiovc papparol.

5, 6 Arruxy, éopriy dyer. The dapparde-ritual formed part of the Athenian Thargelia. See Deubner,
Attische Feste 179 {T; Nilsson, Gr. Feste 105 f.; V. Gebhard, Die Pharmakoi in Tonien u. die Sybakchoi in Athen; Fichn
in RE s.v. Thargelia. According to Harp. s.v. pappasxdc and to Hellad. ap. Phot. Bibl. 279 the Athenians had two
dappaxol, one for either sex.

7 ‘Persian’?

J T have attacked these lines on the hypothesis that they are trochaics (Hipponax, Old Comedy?), but
without making further progress.

3710. COMMENTARY ON Odyssey xx
Plate IX

Inv. no. not recorded 22 X 24 cm Second century

Remains of four consecutive columns of a commentary on Odyssey xx written by the
copyist responsible for XLV 3213 and the other manuscripts mentioned there (of which
the Phaedo text is now LII 3676, and the ‘commentary on Odpssey xxii’ presumably the
present number). The script is assigned to the latter part of the second century (Hunt at
VIII 1092, Lobel at XXI 2297). Lemmata are distinguished, as regularly, by ecthesis
and paragraphus, and the text is further articulated by means of short intratextual
spaces, rarely of more than one or two letters’ width, used in lieu of punctuation. Some
corrections have been made by a second hand, which also filled in a couple of places in
col. ileft blank by the copyist: perhaps the exemplar was damaged. The column heightis
unknown but at least 22 cm, occupied by at least 55 lines; column width ¢. 6 cm. There is
a collema join between cols. i and ii. Back blank.
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The commentary, which I see no reason to think was limited to this one book, is a
product of mainstream Homeric criticism, as represented by the surviving scholiastic
corpus, more comparable in type to the ‘Ammonius’ commentary on liad xxi (11 221,
Pap. XII Erbse) than, say, to the Pergamene monograph XXXIX 2888. Itis on a fuller
scale than the existing Odyssey scholia, and much more liberal in naming its authorities,
more resembling the Jliad scholia in this respect. Aristonicus, cited several times for
interpretation, is the most recent scholar named, and while inference from the absence of
later scholars such as Herodian is necessarily precarious, especially over such a relatively
short stretch of text as this, all the evidence is consistent with first-century composition.
The composer may well be a known name, but commentators were many, and positive
identification seems out of the question. His reporting is notably neutral: no polemics,
not even explicit statement of preference, beyond what is entailed in the lemma.

The exegetics are conventional. Explication by resort to motive is perhaps
proportionately more frequent than in the extant scholia. Specifically Pergamene
scholarship does not go unrepresented. Crates and Zenodotus of Mallos are mentioned
with regard to relocation and addition of verses (iii 20 fF., iii 40 fF,, cf. ii 2 ff.); this gives the
commentary an affinity with the T-scholia of the Iliad; use of Didymus might be more
confidently assumed if the sources were not Pergamene. A reading of Aristophanes’
(coinciding with the vulgate, but not with the commentator’s text of Homer) is explicitly
cited (iii 33); Aristarchus is not mentioned, though he no doubt has a covert presence in
Aristonicus and some of the unattributed material. Without a more secure knowledge of
the interweavings of the scholarship of the period it is difficult to trace significant
affiliations. Various points of contact with the D-scholia and others are discernible, but
the surviving Odyssey scholia are altogether too scanty, particularly in the later books, to
allow more than piecemeal connections to be made.

The bulk of our commentator’s fodder is naturally provided by other Homeric
critics. Glossographical tradition makes an appearance, as in the Geneva scholia on Iliad
xxi, in citation of Parmeno of Byzantium (ii 24); and Aristarchus of Samos and Diodorus
(of Alexandria?) are called into service for astronomical exposition (ii §7, 47). But I
should not think these have been consulted at first hand.

New readings fall into two classes: those attributed to particular scholars or
‘editions’, most notably onein v. 135 common to Rhianus’, Zenodotus’, and the Cyprian
editions (ii 71F.), and those of the lemmata themselves—for these do not always coincide
with the paradosis: v. 106 bis (i 23), v. 174 (il 33), v. 276 (iii 21 p.c.). This is a sharp
reminder of the paltriness of our textual as well as our scholiastic evidence for the Odyssey
as compared with the Iliad. Our commentator’s text of Homer was not the vulgate:
I should suppose it to be Aristarchean.

There are more incidental gains. A bit of comedy seems to be adduced in col. i
(141L). And the astronomical disquisition triggered by the new-moon feast of Apollo
(v. 156, ii 33 fI.) contains not only a citation of Thales by Aristarchus of Samos but also
a new quotation from Heraclitus.
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Other remnants of Odyssey commentaries, as distinct from scholia minora, are
P. Yaleinv. 551 (Hellenica 28 (1975) 60-5, cf. Wiirzb. Jahrb. Nr 2 (1976) 99-104), P. Fay.
312 descr. (Pack? 1213, now published in BASP 20 (1983) 113-22), and the papyrus
edited by Bartoletti in ASNP 35 (1966) 1-4. P. Alex. inv. 198 (Papiri letterari greci, no. 8;
Pack? 2614) is probably another, but I would suggest that P. Med. inv. 210 (4eg. 58
(1978) 110-14) is rather a discussion of the soul (read Xpd]|c[t]mmoc Aélyer at ii 127).
XXXIX 2888 appears to be a Homeric Questions or the like. The portion of Homeric text
here treated is partially extant in P. Ryl. I 53 (II?%; iii-iv AD),

I am privileged to have been able to use a transcript and notes prepared by Mr
Lobel. Responsibility for the transcript now printed must be mine, but I have compared
my transcription with his at every point, deferred in cases of doubt, and record all but
the most trivial differences. [ have also had the benefit of some comments from Professor
A. Dyck.
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col. i (a)
Apparently the top of the column

I...0 "0
lpraxaranp, [
Jovapoy[. 1. p,
] eue[, ], paye[
5 ledoviar mwsg|[

JkedoviateBre
1. ecerBpedoue|]. [
]. Tobeexved|
Jvpvrpared, . [
10 Jvodorwiape, o
Jxvucoriabyy, [
Jevvplerar, [
JwcAeyoverr|
Jvowcweviko, [
15 e, avrpexncal
JacBAepetcmavur|
1. ayapka[]voverpn|
1 .ver 7o [
1...7w[.]. wvr]
20 1. ol (105)
l.ro [ Jepo. [
1. omou[ ], .. x|
])\‘qccacev()apafomy[m : m]Ancial évl’ dpa oL iAo {106)
1. kwep[, JAar mpocTol, [ 1. kdc p[d]Aae mpoc 7o, [
25 1/ato [e.4]. . v[.]a[ eliaro [ ],..v[.]al
Joap. . [ Jap..[

2 [, first trace a speck on the ling, suiting only @ among vowels; perhaps ar[ 3 v[.].prv.p EL.
Before p, speck of apparent shortish descender close to tail of p | [, a, € 4 1., top of upright  [],,
upright with suggestion of leftward curve at foot; space and trace compatible with e.g. [€]¢, w, not o or 3
6 Ael: p[]. [ EL, suggesting éBp[d]v[ryc- 7 1., top of apparent upright  There is a speck of ink well
above theline at theleft-hand edge, cither casual or the remnant of some supralineation  [],, upright, [, Jeor
7 8 1., unless part of the 7, a near-horizontal at letter-top level 9 After 8, a hole, to the right the
top of an upright curving slightly rightwards, 57 [, apparent upright 10, scattered specks in
positions compatible with ¢r 12 Oremade | [, stroke rising from lower left, a or A prob. 14 [,
a dot off the line 15 p remade 16 7[: A[ EL; the left-hand side and the right foot survive; the
stroke beginning at top left is at the wrong angle for ; 7 hardly to be doubted, I think 17 ].,anarcor
sloping upright bending to left at wop, 67 18 ..y (]...EL), surface mostly worm-eaten; perhaps |, vv,
hardly ] ov ¢ (¢ EL), or 8[s] 7, or y, then a hole followed by foot of upright, e.g. 4, [ }¢ [, m, ¢, or
(better?) y, (ya[?) 19 ]., ., broken lctter-tops suggestive of ocec ], right of letter-top horizontal, =
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col. i (b)
JLouf ]
Jef ]
1-
30 1.8
lov)
Jov [ 1] X
lal ]
o[ ]
35 JAe
1.
]

Jeae [ 1 [
JmAe [
140 ].vovure [
], emawe|
Jropywe,
Iprevaved
Ipepotaikar
45 lprnuevor
J. e [ Joe
e 11T 1
Infevovracv) [

lerepovye {[ye:ﬂ [ (132)

50 Texpmraid, e [
Jumedalovcarowc |
]nfLE;mx\nKTa[
or y? 20 ], ,, two unassignable verticals and scattered specks; the surface is then destroyed up to

21 ], ,footasofa  After 7o (, 0 EL), trace at letter-top level, perhaps a high point  €pp, [ (ep, [
EL), here as in the next two lines the surface was already imperfect when written on; any letter before ¢, except
perhaps ¢, would T think be visible  After o, low speck, perhaps foot of m or v 22 ], , foot of upright
followed by feet of obliquesasofa ¢, or (EL) @  7u: 9 EL, but would be anomalous | |, _, fect only, first
upright, second prob. € or c, third short descender, fourth a speck followed by upright; e.g. tepa or tepor would
suit [, shortish descender, p or v? 24 ]., top of possible upright A, [ (A[ EL), rightleg of X (or a?)
procceds to make a bow asof u: ad, orAcorr. top?  Aboveline, after at, oblique as of 8, A (upper trace is tail of
23 v) 25 ]., top of upright equally consistent with y or « ], , letter-tops, variously assignable
27, 28 Prob. line-ends 29  (cf. 39) 31 opp: . ..[ EL, sim. 32, 35 40 ]., n or
€ 41 },, foot of upright, stripped above and to left 42 py:v, EL | perhaps e, in alteration
or cancellation? 45 ]pr practically certain (], 7 EL) 46 1., upper left of upright 47 After
¢, scattered traces, v, suggested 49 {ye], ye lightly crossed through
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col. ii

(4)

Jel

(¢) 1. crbin|
Jepayova]
ov[ 1. ovéere, [

7. [.].avbp. [ c. 5 Juaryrde, [
vo,ixaver| ¢ 4 |, pwvovrer|
avritov| . 1. [. . Javovkaln[
cac, vrpuacet| ], povaur|
maxovchnov| | | ], addorednk|
10 Jawwmvov ot [ c. 5 |petcotrockavmy|
Jvapidne | ¢. 5 Jeiexotroc gu, [
10epyiavwye [ ¢ 4 v, [Jpoi]
lpacueve [ ¢ 7 Jywcricmal
la, [.Jid e 1o ], pocep|

&)

15 c. 14 1. maparodovd, [
¢ 15 lrecwper |
¢. 16 JeporSorer|
wcrod[

/[ er15 ].cow dema|
edexw[]. [ .9 ], exeimory, [
20 kwocadovyi[ ¢. 6]yyo, exwvapal

royeapl [ ] [L1.[ Jev [ ], Axorc[
. ypellawerd[, ], axopnca, [, ] mapax|
A€UCLQLOVOY TOYAPAYETENTTOV KOL

YApPPNUATPOCTAKTIKOV TTAPLEVWY

3 qf: [EL 4 ].,apparent upright brokentoleft ¢ [: [ EL; upper part of i, followed closely by
trace diflicult to assign 5 m,slight traces above, conceivably smooth breathing but anomalously located,
casual?  After %, an upright with suggestion of horizontal to right at top, y, m, ¢, € suggested, other letters
perhaps notto be excluded ], footof upright, 5, «, wsuggested  After p, curve compatible with w, 0,e ¢
ligatured to apparent upright 6 . ([]EL), indcterminate speck at upper right, neither » nor ¢ excluded;
the small lacuna intervening after o is of uncertain width 8 ]., apparent short descender o, ¢
EL 12 ¢, p EL 15 1., top ofupright, , ¢, v? [, apparent upright 16 7w EL, but reor
yv also possible 18 marg., so EL: or ancora? ], anomalous traces: oblique extending below ¢ (a
cancellation?), and horizontal joining top of ¢ 19 ],, extremitics of « or (better?) ¢  ere, EL |,
high and low specks, 77 21 ],[.1.[, base speck, shortish descender
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vo, {kdvet. [0k &]v puv viw, Téx[vov

dvri rob [&v] tH[¢ “Pilavod kal Zm[vodérov

xal Kvmplaver|, . ], pov air[

maxovcdiuov[, ], dAX’ G7e &7 k[oiTowo
o K]ai Umrvov. 67t [Sradé]pet koiroc kal Umv[oc:

7] yap il ka[rdrdi]cic kobroc. 7 peélv

8éuvd’ dvwyev[. 8éulvia [é]¢’ ol[c 76 8é-
pac pévey[. adrap 6]y’ de Tuc md[p-

7]av [8]¢[{vpoc kal dmo]rpoc. etp|

20 kwoc dMovyi[ ¢. 5 €]yxoc éxaw dua

{139)

(140)

(145)

76 ye. Api(cré)vi(rdc) dmla]. [ 1. [.] xuv[o]vlkoic. [d-(149)

ypeil), ol pév 8[&)pa kopijcar[e.] mapax(é-
Aevcpa pdvov, 76 yap dyete RTTOV, KA

yap pipa mpoctartikdv. Happévawy
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25 Bulavrioc mapabnraioictokaliv
vewropew kopycaTexalnparexar
[..]pmmeruc, Bapagbopac B[, ], ere
100 Jeoycard® Tavraovd[, Jovrilov
caleyeLTwrpuncTypwral | 9w
30 w. . aPocwrayew, emrnrral, Jaciovp
yua, pwpaikovroebocrncdia, [, Jviac
epxeclexpyymrdexatoicere o, ay
TiTovpepeTe alkapanpweov”
aptNdnc, vorwovu, vianyroTe
35 ofeva[ . . . JAwvoc emetoguTocniiwe:
oriew, .  wonerdenpeic dnho[ ]
apicrapyo, ocap[, Jocypadwy ednre
opevBadnc otiexAerme vrovyA[, ]
oveedpymcemumpoclevavtwiye, o
40 pevncenuetovpel ¢.9 ], ¢
nuepa, v, oL, | mveyle, Yuv
n[.]. evrpraxadarxadovcwo[ , J6evov
unvLay mparAetToccuviovTwy)
ravpgrovyuepaceé], ], o, dar)
45 veraurporepmvovuny[ 1[av]ny. ev
Tepyvatlorelaccovacperafal, €
., addoTemrdevvac StodwpocouT,
. vroefayerroemeryapan|, |kpvmTeTar
pevnceAnuyTpocayovcaTwinAiwt
50 . TATACTWYUYWYTE | €EUTACO, AV
]. wcra,  vracepmecnur, cTounAov)
].xpo.[ ¢ 7 ].apavic[, . Jicamadw
1. val.). wexga [ ¢.7 1.7
|pewcoravryvexTwr)

55 ]. mpwrwen|, ., Inraw([]v

36 Between cand g, , EL, interpreting as o 40 ‘Before 7 an upright preceded by a horizontal trace
not quite level with its top; |« or  perhaps likeliest, before which a dot just below the top of the letters and a
faint trace on the line at an %ntcrval to left’ EL 51 7.5, Tac suggested: 7 [J¢ LL, interpreting as
rafd]c 53 1. .., ‘two uprights with specks to right of their tops, perhaps separate letters, followed by a
dot on theline and the foot of an upright’ EL (Jurn?) o[, ].,arEL  exday[]wc[ EL, but with the note ‘Jwe
not now extant and I am not surc whether it was a guess taken from an carlier transcript” ], | 74, “the last two
letters are preceded by a dot below the line and the top of a circle, and these by dispersed traces’
EL 55 1., lower part of upright v[]v, v[o]v acceptable
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Buldvrioc map’® Abnvaiowc 70 kaAAv-
vew Kopeiv. kopijcate kabjparte xal

k6]pn 7 érv kabapa Ppbopdc. B[dA]Aere

mloplp[vpléovc ai 8¢. Tadra od [plovrifov-

7 ~ /’ > 3 o

ca AMyer TV pmeripwy AN omwc
peraBdcw Tayéwc émt Ty Ta[A]aciovp-

I3 < . AY A A 14
ylav. ‘Pwpaixov 76 €doc tic Suak[o]viac.

» /’ \ » o k]
épxecle kpiiyyrde rai olcere. oL av-
7 70D épere. dAAG pudA’ fpu véovT(ar).
Api(cré)vi(kdc) dncww 8t vovunria 7y To7e,
60ev A[mdA]Awvoc, émel 6 adToc NAiwe.
o7t év vovpumriar ‘al’ éxdeliperc dnlo[i]
Aplcrapyoc 6 Cap[i]oc ypddwy: édy e
0 wév Batijc 8t éxAelmew Tov HA[L]-
ov cehjvmc émimpoclev adTde yevo-
pévne, cquetovpélvne ¢. 6 ], Tic
< / 3 ~ \ »
Nuépac, év Hu motebTar Ty EyAeufuy,
3[v] of pév Tprardda xatodcw o[(] 8¢ vou-
Is ¢ 4 Ié

unviav. ‘HpdxAeiroc coviovrawv

~ ~ ¢ ’ 3 7
16V unvdv fuépac €€ [6]Tov dai-
verar wpotépmy vovunw[{] [av v Sev-
Tépmy dANoT’ éAdccovac peTafdide-
Tat dAoTe mAebvac. dibdwpoc ovTwc

3 A 3> \ \ 3 /’
ad71o efayeiror émel yap dm[o]kpimTeTar
@év 1) cehjvn mpocdyouca T AWt
KOTO, TAC TOV UNvdv TEAEVTdC, 6TAV

b A 3 N 3 4 Ay ~ t 4
elc Tac adyYac éumécm Tac Tob NAlov,

] xpov[ .7 ].adavic[fe]ica, mdAw

(151)
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col. 1ii

Jol
Jrarye, [
Jemecrw |
1. . 0. xipacwce, [

el ], cwoepeclarlol. .. 1.1

Jepw[]. rarnreway|

mal], deyewraro, [, ., . ], pewcrp|

dawopevocexrad, ], ardmaccedy

(&3]

Voc[[;azﬂveracevnpep, ., TEccapeckat
10 Sexaamoliumaveito  vropeTpov)
evquepnce Juy ewyap, vypeparcid
mracceAnvocvaplapermbaivechar
TNy KaTATYYVOUUVLAYE Aoy
15 [ v, o[, ], mw, vpriaupawo
wl. . Igxar[, Jrypidecrwmaccedny’
e.[.]. o, mydawopernmpwrac
k[. . Jarpve maccednpocyw,  aida
Wy,  pwv adavrovkaTad|, ], t
20 kpal.]. [. Jevravbavmoracce, | . pukec
Savaac. [, ], so[ieweary. . ohowdl. . Jgmh
Oepe. avl[ . Joc eBocyapewal
rackatayyelewract, | [
bovushernpecay. . [].[.]. [
55 SnMov[iiv]n[. 1. npecay. [
yap.ynvop. [.. . ].o.[

4 1. ., foot of upright, upright: 7.2 After ¢, stem of v? | [, abraded traces suggesting ¢, foot of
upright 5 1., apparent foot of descender  [arJo: [[a. (.) EL, suggesting [av] 6 []., letter-foot
trace, [€]c seems acceptable, despite ‘apparently room for ()rﬁy one letter’ EL 5f Surface stripped at
right 7 or yoor v ], speck on the line [, an apex, prob. X or a, less prob. §, p,
v 8 supralin. g g¢ EL 9 ..., unassignable traces in scverely damaged context, and some
supralineation 10 ,, headless upright, apparently right-hand side of ¢.g. v 16 +° (diminished o):
v LL 17 ].,yors 18 _, traces admitting ¢, perhaps also { or g 19 8, bar above will have
been lost 26 Afterp, neitheranoreexcluded ] o, [(]. o[ EL), firstletter y or 7; a speck to upper right

of o suggests v
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/ < 7 7
pawdpevoc éxkaid|e]karn maccéAn-
voc paiveTar év fiuépaic Teccapeckai-
dexa dmolyumdver To, mopeTpov
3 [S4 —_— 3 \ 3 [ A Y
év nuépmice 1y. €l yap év Nuépaic 18
mraccédnroc fv apapévn daivecho
THL Ly KaTa TV vovunviay 6fjAoy

< > b 3 LA

e oVx [€]paweravror[, ] olmw W’ eme|
v[, Jv mpdd[7]wc T vovpyviar pawo-
plévln kar[a] v 10 écTiv maccéAnro(c)
€. [.]. w, Ty pawopévy mpdrwe

1N \ - / / \
i[ar]a v ¢, maccéAqvoc yiv, Tow dio

8 fuepaw. ol 8 abrod kara S[aplalr’].

Kpa[r]n[c] évradba dmordccer “rijpukec

99

8’ ava der[v] Oedd”’ éwc “dyxipodov 5[€ c]P’ HA-
O MelavO[i]oc”. éfoc yap elvat Tovc kijpu-
kac karayyéew Toc Quc[lac. éc 8 HA-

(13

fov fimcripec dyiv[o]p[e]c éc
pyneTnp Ui
25 8’ HAbov Spny[c]ripec Axa v’

yap dyrfvop [, . ].0.[
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..... [ c10 Jgf

mowoyadkox[]rawve []. .. [. . ]Jea]
_a" Tovcapce, ackeyel Tacyaply[. Je. . [
30 ewcemyovn, TypeL[ Jotkwie, addo
Tprwiov  kald[, Jcovke, | evoTiaidwou
kexovcw al[, Jovdeuopiov, | ovc
a[]yacaywroimact apictodavycypal e
a, gy,  wcekmpodnrovda, [
Ta[ ¢ 8 Jvevpawovdiadopal, . N

100

35
énew, [ c. 5 Juv karTovcperkal
Speev ... Jaser. [ Jol
e, [.]. prorepol. .. ]... . ecrovreve, [
[ e 5 ]cev[, Jabexewrawv], , | |peop|
40 1. . SemrpirocnAle[ L]

JA Ty, mpocTiln|
Lo 1D es JeBove, [
g e 1L

27 After ¢ almost all lost; last trace is upright 34 v perhaps cancelled 36 [, lower part of
upright 37 ....[, firstatight loop at lower left, € suggested, a and others not excluded; last an upright;
the whole consistent with avre 38 ]....,variousremains, p vsuggested (., 7EL) @oBEL ¢ [(¢]

EL), ¢ almost certain, with ink bclow suggesting lower left apex of a 39 [, sloping upright or
oblique  op[:  [EL 42 Jer]. EL [ ¢[ EL, but I thinkeor 8 4gmarg. * (so EL), or {(#ret)?
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8¢ “éc & MAov . [ c.10 Jqf

motot xadkox[{]rwvec. pe[ic] ciafAovc (163)
kat(dywv). Tovc dpcevac Aéyer, Tac yap On[A]elalc
30 elc émvyovny Typel. oikwi év dAo- (171)
Tplwt 008, kaA[@]c ovk elmev 671 aldd 0v-
Kk éxovcw dA[A’] 0dde pdpiov aiboic.
a[l]yac dywv ol mdct. Apicropdvnc ypd[d]e (174)
“ai mdcw”’, dmwc éx mpodidov daiv|y-
35 Ta[t 7 mpoc 70 v Edpaiov Sradopd. [Api(crd)Jvi(kdc)
dncw, [ c. 5 Jov “kal Todc pev kalré- (176)
Snce”. . [ lacer. [ Jwdl
ed{claprorepol. . 1. .. ec rovreve. |
e 5 ]cev[, Jade xeivrar vu[, | Jpeop[
40 Tot]ct 8’ émi Tpiroc HAOe[]{| (185)
6 Ma]AdTye mpocrifin[ct
L1 [ es JePoic |
4] ¢ 13 1.0
col. iv
v v 1|
otyapd, . [ ov yap dwp|
Aepay| TrnAepdy[owo pdvoc: aAAa uvncawpe-  (246)
fadarroc | | fa darrdc. | [

5 TeTwAot, | T€ TOA Aourr| (245)
Se[lBo. .. [ Se ye Bovki”[ (250)
L €vov wc| pevor” wcf

JeABovrecd] éNGdvrec 8] éc dhpar’ (248)
]y_pouﬁa avt|[ ypader avt| lpev-  (251)

10 Jvde, vac, (1.1
lell. emp. |

o]v 8¢ cdac c[t]d[Aovc

Jel]. erw 7{

iv 1 stands opposite iii 30
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col. i (@). The presumption is that this detached piece comes from the upper part of col. i of the main
fragment; this cannot be verified physically, however, and that it may come from the preceding column must
be acknowledged a possibility. Itslevel cannot be fixed, for column-height is notknown and the intervention of
a sheet-join between cols. i and i (visible to the left of col. i 23 and for some distance down) makes it impossible
to trace fibre continuity across the columns; but given that it has column top, alignment with col. it shows that
at least two complete lines must be lost between (a) and (4).

1 f. We may already be in the middle of an extended discussion, continuing down to L. 20, of the problem
of reconciling 103£,, abrica 8 éBpdvrycer dn” alyMjevroc *ONumov,| Shdlev éx vepécor, with 113L, 4 peyd’
¢Bpdvrcac dr’ obpavod derepdevToc,/ 088¢ ol védoc écri: cf. on 4 and g5 below. At all events a new lemma is not
readily accommodated within these first few lines.

2 & alf]pios (Eust. 1884. 59), Iie]plac (cf. 51.), T dmo]plas, al. kara kpdrloc, Kpdr[nra, al.

3 ovdauod [yldp énlcw is tempting ($ncw probably parcnthetic), though a is not casily read.
ot8auot = nowhere in Homer?

4 ob copda]vei x[a]i, Apicrolveinew, el k[ali, al. Then, unless Moye[Sov- is to be cntertained, pdye[cfac or
udye[ra ‘is inconsistent’, of 104 vis-a-vis 114, I should guess (cf. Eust. 1884. 61 fI.). There will have been a diple
in the text.

5f. Inthe context, as Mr Lobel noted, a mention of MaxeSovia is likely to occur in reference to Olympus,
asc.g. on 1. 1. 18 "Ohvpmoc. xad pév ‘Ounpov 8poc Tic MaxeSoviac péywcrov D, Od. 5. 55 PQ, Hesych. s.v. IimAuac.
Cf. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis Homericis® 163-72.

mdcydp . . - Prapev (7] ypaic); how could she have seen from Ithaca a sign in Macedonia?

7 & Bpédouc from infancy’, but it is difficult to see the relevance of the phrase here. Was Spégove perhaps
written in error for végovc under influence of Bpovry?

As Mr Lobel noted, 76 8¢ “éx vedéwr”’ might introduce a discussion, such as is alluded to in the D-scholia
on 104, 113, and found at greater length in Bust. 1884, about the equivalence here of védn, "Odvpmoc, and
obpavéc as sources of the thunder. Cf. Schol. A I 1. 497, 16. 364; the Orphic Derveni papyrus ({PE 47 (1982)
Appendix) viii 3-5; P. Brux. inv. E. 7162 (Mélanges Emile Boisacq i 493-7; Pack® 1224).

9 Mr Lobel wrote: ‘Itis natural tosee here the name Eurycrates or Eurycratidas, one of the Agiad kings of
Sparta. What he would be doing I cannot guess, but neither can I propose an articulation to produce a more
attractive possibility.” An unknown Homeric scholar Eurycrates? Other possibilitics, ¢.g. e0pd xparei (glossing
edpukpeiwv, ebpdoma?), scem more implausible. dyuay[7ploe (Ixion?) is conceivable for what follows.

10 Zn]voSérw: (Lobel).

Apicro[: Aristophanes, presumably, since Aristonicus is regularly abbreviated (ii 21, 34, iii 35) and
Aristotle is unlikely (and Apicra[pxoc is hardly to be read). Mention both of linguistic covijfeca (12) and of
comedy (1411 accords well with what we know of Aristophanes’ scholarly activities. On the other hand, we
should not expect the commentator to be in a position to cite an explanation by him (iii 33{L is of 2 rather
different order, since the reason given may be merely an inference from the reading), and constructions are
available which avoid making him the subject of §ec]kvdc in the next line, c.g. Apicro|[pdver Ap(tcrd)v(rac) 8¢
Mew Set]kvde x7A.

11f. As Mr Lobel noted, if A0nve[iwv ...] coviifeia is to be recognized, it may be supposed to relate to the
same lemma as vy 7ov Témov & Arrindie év & elwde cvvicraclon 76 védn 104 D-schol. (whence Lust. 1884 end).
Cf. c.g. Od. 18. 367 xard iy Arrucy covifeav dicoveréov Q.

13 &c? Not c.g. Arride or evdac, for the lower right of the letter before w would be visible. 7fwec?

14 Jvowc: map’ Abnw]afoc (¢.g.) not excluded, but Jv preferable.

14T, o, [. From what remains of the next two lines one may guess that we have here the name of a
comic poct. If so, Nucogdv appears to be the only name compatible with the indications. (So Mr Lobecl.)
NikéAaoc might be an alternative (cf. ZPE 44 (1981) 167£.), but the position of the speck of ink is better suited
to ¢ than to A

The short gap which the scribe has left before eav suggests the quotation may begin at this point. ¢¢
Nuxop[dv | &ve. 12 -]ass (Adpodirye yov]aic?) “éav krA? Apparently iambic trimeter. édv rpéype [ af-v— X —ac
BAdperc mdv | seems the likeliest metrical disposition; [-w] would hardly fill the space. But there is no gap afier
mdvy, so 7] may continue the quote.

17 dvaxdlov]fa (e.g.) ydp «all] viv (‘here too’) elpp[rar?

18 Perhaps 7]dvv (quoted from 167); not -ov.

ém[e] ror would fit the space, émi Toic not.
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19 -Joc écrw (écrw?) [8]re dvr{- (dvr[i 709, dvr[iodrai?)? But other articulations are open, e.g. [al]r{av.

20 ¢gajuny or pfuw in the lemma (which probably this is)? ¢uxyy is the received reading, but Eustathius on
v. 100 (1885. 3) reports that woddd 7dv avriypddwy have ¢ipw for grjuny there: presumably in 105 too, where
¢ is in fact presented by HXU. No comment on the reading here, apparently.

21f. Possibly [{]epo- in 21 {preceded by -to- and space), and Aéye]ra[i] o7 0d[x] lepd vel sim. in 22.
Controversy whether the function of dAerpidec was religious? Eustathius ad loc. (1885. 10-17) distinguishes the
Homeric meaning from the definitions of the Athenian dlerpiSec given by lexica (and drawn from
commentaries on Old Comedy, no doubt; cf. e.g. Hesych. s.v. and Schol. Ar. Lys. 643).

22 end «p[if-, Kp[drnc 8¢, al.

23 wAnciac and 7oy, for the paradosis’ mAyciov and of, may either be supposed simple crrors (so Mr Lobel)
or be taken seriously as ancient readings. In the latter case mAycéas will imply 106 as beginning a new sentence,
inasyndeton (... dAerpic: [ mAnciar &0’ dpa Tow pdAar k1d); évfa would then besstrictly demonstrative. (It may be
noted in passing that #Agcior, not the OCT’s wAnciov, is unquestionably the correct reading at 1. 6. 245-9. Itis
the only reading apparently known to the scholiasts and to Eustathius, and the evidence of the parallel
passages is unequivocal: Od. 5. 71, 2. 149, Il. 23. 732; Il. 3. 115 and Od. 14. 14, far from being counterinstances,
clinch the matter, for in both cases the adjective would be unmetrical, and hence the adverb is brought into
play.) For ancient discord over the choice between rocand of, cf. e.g. 1. 4. 129, 10. 129, 13. 358, and note 0d. g.
532 (AN €l of codd., €l & dpa Tow IPY; S. West, Piolemaic Papyri of Homer 244).

24 Probably wAnfuvr]ucdc (cf. the sing. in 111) or Onpd]uxdc (cf. Schol. Ar. Vesp. 648); otherwise
pyropluce (A. Dyck), karaypnericdc. Cf. the scholia at Od. 7. 104, which offer a variety of interpretations.
mpdc or mpdc 76 ‘with reference 10’: mpde Ty [pdAov or 76 p[vAaiov is thinkable (uddoc is Ap. Soph.’s gloss on
wbAn, pvlaiov is koine), as is 76 ¢A[few, but neither is an attractive reading, and I can make no suggestion for
the supralineation.

25 Mr Lobel noted that efaro is the reading of the medieval MSS in this place but that the D-schol. has
elaro, Yuddic, o’ i, feav (cf. Eust. 1885. 40T, and Scholl. i. 15. 10), and that elaro is found also as a variant of
77(110, c.g. 1. 3. 149.

After the lacuna Jygw is a possible reading: e]laro- [Ap(icré)vi(xdc) $]ncw [8]a[céwe vel sim.? Aristophancs
approved efaro (Schol. A Ji. 24. 84), Aristarchus elaro (Schol, AT ibid., Schol. A Il. 15. 10, quoting the present
versc; Herodian supported aspiration). Perhaps Apic[7-, of one or the other, in 26.

33 marg. {%(re) Ad(yov), ‘check the reference’. For the abbreviations cf. K. McNamce, Abbreviations in
Greek Literary Papyri and Ostraca, BASP Suppl. 3 (1981), s.vv. (add XXIII 2368 ii g marg.}, and on {n(re) scc
Turner, GMAW, p. 66. Cf. also 3716 i g45/6 marg.

39f. Jrpie. Mention of Telemachus seems probable here (so Mr Lobel), and possible also at 35f;
otherwise c.g. Aé€e. Cf. next note.

42 (d)droc]répywr. Of Telemachus® attitude to his mother as indicated by his speech of 129-337 4of.
might then be on the lines of ofire | [uéudecfar 74t unrpi of]7” émaweilv. Cf. Schol. Q on 131, b 8caBdAder Ty
wirepa, dAAa Myer i Tove pév mTwyodc edayyehlopévove mepl 'Obuccéwe Tiud ralmep Pevdopévouc, Tolc 8¢
dyalodc 8id 76 pi) hebdecar dripdler, sim. Eust. 1884. 1o ff. The discussion continues down to 49, to judge from
48 dA]nfedovra(c) (where any trema on the final v will have been lost).

43 dX]yredwy or mev]yredwy (c.g. éov mev]nredwy éA|[Oni, cf. mrwyoic in Schol. Q cited in prec. n.), or
mpod|nredwy (prophesying Odysscus’ return, of. edayyehfopévovc in Schol. cit; e.g. éA|[mbokomei)? Kither
way, apologetic explication of 142 f. scems probable. Otherwise, verse: the next line could be referring to verses
not carried by all manuscripts (é rwcw od] $épovrar vel sim.); cf. Od. 16. 101 éXfor dAyredwy «7A, an obelized
verse; but this is perhaps not very likely.

44 peperar changed into epo”7as, all in a cursive hand which perhaps reappears at the end of 52 and
clsewhere. Evidently the copyist had trouble reading his exemplar (damaged, or just hard to read?), and left
space; cf. c.g. XLIV 3151 fr. 2. 6, and the testimony of the scribe of Cod. Reg. Paris. 1671 of Plutarch quoted by
I'. W. Hall, Companion 187. xaAdc] ¢épovray, cte. etc.

45 (Pdm-, cov)p]pryuévor, (Si)jualpryuévor (“faulty’, in criticism of the criyoi?)? Other articulations, e.g.
éo]prij pév oll[keiov, are not excluded.

46 Tiic un[7)pdc. Cf. on 42 above.

47 drn]uéd[r]oc on 130 dkydijc (so the D-schol.) cannot be ruled out, but a med.-pass. participle, -uev-,
seems likelier.

501 (-)«]éxpyrac Aéfer (Lobel). xawij vel sim.? On éumAydyr, no doubt, which will have stood at the
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start of the lemma in 49. 51f. will be é]umerd{ovca Toic | [mpdypact, as Mr Lobel noted, comparing the scholia
and Lustathius ad loc., esp. D-schol. éumdniricdc. 7 drpitac kal e dv Toxme éumeddlovca Toic mpdypact. Cf.
Schol. Pi. 0. 8. 30, Schol. S. 4j. 1558, and esp. Apollon. Soph. 67. 28, who adds that Aristarchus, in his
commentary on Od. xx (i.e. on this verse), glossed it edperaBddwc; it is especially unfortunate that the present
commeritary’s entry cannot be reconstructed.

‘ev seems to have been written by the first hand, v changed to p and mAykra added in a more cursive script’
Lobel.

mapa 76 )i’ (‘from the verb’ sc. éundijccew), émipp|nu’? An alternative explanation to the previous line’s?
w or ua)? The elision in such context is unexpected.

col. ii. There is no way of telling how many lines, if any, are missing from the top of the column. Evidently
the discussion still concerns 132f. or vicinity.

2 mplocrify[c, of textual ‘addition’, has some likelihood, in view of the hexameter verse quoted below, It
is not carried in the vulgate—-in fact is otherwise unknown —so is probably post-Aristarchean (but note Od. 2.
51ab). The papyrus presumably gave the name of the alleged interpolator, as at iii 40 below; possibilities
include Zenodotus of Mallos, as there, and Crates himself (cf. II. 14. 246ab).

3-7 -voc or -voy ixdver 6, as Mr Lobel noted, is to all appearances the end of a hexameter. 1 presume this is
the ‘added’ material (see prec. n.): appended to the end of Telemachus® speech, or to the beginning of
Furycleia’s? And just where in the papyrus does the quote start? It looks as if it extends at least as far back as 4
otdert -/, and I think the most likely supposition is two full verses, beginning in L. g. But is the starting-point
TyAlépay’ ob «rh, in which case the verses will have begun Eurycleia’s reply (134ab), or should we supply
something like ¢ pijcer TyAlepdyov and take q[ as the starting-point, in which case the verses will have
concluded or followed Telemachus’ address (133ab)? If q[ is rightly read in 1. 3, the former option becomes
unattractive (nothing more promising than ofa[7a?); and while the size of the lacuna in 1. 4 cannot besaid to be
determinative either way, it looks rather on the generous side for a supplement which would be vw-vu at
most. So 1 think the quoted addition, consisting of two verses, commences at 3 a[. The following further
assumptions then seem to me probable: the verses belong to Telemachus; the second verse begins at 5 {4; part of
dvBpwmocis to be recognized; sois §¢; and the object of this last clause is Penelope. But not one of these is assured.
A structure such as 008¢ 7t p[dumav] | [ 47y dvlpd[moics,] pdrny 8¢ ulw alllvoc ixdver can be thought of, but
entirely different reconstructions are available: mv]udryy, Oalud, &)pa; 8° éx[eei]vde, 8éo[c allvdy; ctc. Weneed a
better prior understanding of the verses’ gist than is attainable.

An odd but perhaps insignificant resemblance to another addition in this book is fjroc uév Te fpordv dAdoc
& wévloc ixdver (1. Sv mévboc ixdvy?) written in the margin of U by the troublesome verse 83.

There is no indication whether mepigpwr or ¢idn Tpodoc (as P. Ryl. I 53, JU) was rcad in 134.

6 réxvov may have ended the line, or dv(airiov) vel sim. may have followed.

7-9 The given restoration is Mr Lobel’s. This will be the first explicit attestation of the Zenodotean and
Cyprian ‘editions’ of the Odyssey, though Zenodotus’ readings are cited often enough.

The paradosis for 135 is odx dv pw viv, Téxvov, dvalriov alridwo. Inl. 8 we look for a variant (7 dvri rod).
None is recorded, cither for this verse or for comparable verses clsewhere. Perhaps “ér{sr]opov alr[idwio”.
Then & $]raxoucdie “od[rwc”, I should suppose, meaning that ofrwe is to be ‘understood’, i.e. mentally
supplied (subauditum; cf. Schol. A Il. 1. 580-3, 2. 681-5, 7. 353, 14. 416, 15. 11, 155, 19. 386): ‘you would not
with truth accuse her (thus)’.

1of. The distinction, as Mr Lobel noted, is here more precise than as drawn by Eust. 1471. 34. 6nloi 8¢ 6
KoiToc pév T Koirny. abri) 8¢ 1w dvdrkdcy 8 Hc Smvoc mepryiverar. Our commentator may possibly have taken
this from Herennius Philo’s collection of differentiated synonyms (on which sce Erbse, Beitrdge cur Uberlieferung
der Iliasscholien ii 5, and Ammon. de adfinium vocabulorum differentia cd. Nickau); but of course an earlier source
cannot be ruled out.

On the prefatory ért, as again at 32 below, see E. G, Turner, Greek Papyri 115.

12f. An etymon of 8éuwia, if T have rightly reconstructed. Cf. Apollon. Soph. s.v., 7d crpdpara, dwd Toi 76
8épac év adroic pévew.

14 eip[yros, € p[n-? elp[wvicdic less likely. Eustathius of this phrase notes (1887. 13), éni Twoc pylrjcera
XapoikotTodvToc éxovri.

15 mapaxodovdi?

16 Rather than (-)mécwpev (hex.-end? trim.-start? cf. next line) perhaps &]7¢ écw peév: of Odysseus’ refusal
to sleep inside?
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17 (&)pol Soxel is the obvious articulation. A first-person reference on the part of the commentator would
be a surprise; but hardly a quotation? In paraphrastic exegesis of the speculative nature of Burycleia’s ée ric
KTA?

18-20 What seems to be under discussion is the form xdectv, 142, held to presuppose 76 k@oc. Cf. Eust. on
0d. 3. 38 (1456. 2211.), 8fdov 8¢ d7i 76 xdeciv ok €k Tod xdac yiverar, v yap dv kdacw dc kpéacw, AN’ ék 10D
kdoc, kata 76 Péhoc Bérecw: wrh; and Herodian recognized kdoc alongside kdac (. wafdw frr. 134, 340). Thus
L. 20 is probably xdoc dXX’ odxi [«dac (for odyi cf. il 4). 19 c.g. d]c ékel mouj 7[6? (mouyr[ikdc too long?)
18 Prcd]ecw corr. in -acw (the marginal stroke indicating something amiss with the text of the commentary, as at
iii 8, or an ancora signalling an omission made good in the upper margin?)? The dat. pl. of 8érac then adduced
(cf. Schol. b Il. 1. 471), supralin. dc 6 8[émac, S[emdecct vel sim. (though that is not morphologically
analogous)? Then c.g. €/ §¢ xdecw, ‘but if kecw (se. rather than kdacw), (kdoc not kGac is implied)’; vel sim.
Where was the 142 lemma, 1. 18 or carlier?

21 That ApN should be expanded to Apicrévicoc, not Apierodpdrye, was proposed by Lobel on XXIV
2387 fr. 1 marg., cf. on XXX VII 2803 fr. 1. 4 marg., on the ground that apw* was also found (I do not know
where). Even without other confirmations, e.g. N as a heading = véxn: (H. C. Youtie, Scripliunculae Posteriores i
1-16), in the present papyrus Hpicrdvicoc is clearly correct. For other occurrences see K. McNamee,
Abbreviations, 10.

What did Aristonicus say? That the dogs were on leads held by servants? Cf. mpociveyxav of kvvovAkol Taw
Ofdetav kiva. . . . Teredevrnxviar PSA Athen. 2. 2. (So Mr Lobel.) ¢nfci]v {c]9[v] or [n]p[éc] could be read.
Perhaps countering such interpretations of the phrase as those attested for Od. 2. 11, which set store by the
absence of attendants (Scholl. Od. 2. 10, 11).

22-7 One note on dypeire, tWo on kopijcare.

22-4 ‘dypeire is only an exhortation, dyere is less so, for it is also an imperative.” The distinction here
drawn between dypeire (and dyper) and dyere (and dye) is not immediately transparent. Mr Lobel perceived
discrepancy with comments on these words elsewhere, and adduced the émpepicpol {(An. Ox. 1 71. 23), where
&yped is referred to the mpocrakmnd pipara (and émppipara), Schol. B Il 11. 512 éere 8¢ 76 pév dype
mapopunTikdy émippypa, 76 8¢ dye mapaxedeverucdy, and also Lustathius on I 1. 62 76 dye odx écrt xabapdic pua
mpocraxTiedy GAX dc émippnua mapaxedeucpuaricoy kard 76 Gyper (‘dye is not purely an imperative verb but
functions as an exhortative adverb’) and on the present passage kafdmep dye kal dyere mapaxeleveparixdic obrew
viv pév dypeire év 8¢ Ihd8 évindie (just as dye and dyere arc used exhortatively so here dypeire and in the lliadin
the singular’). The comment in the papyrus may be understood as meaning that dype. and dypeire are used {in
Homer) exclusively as exhortative adverbs, while dye and dyere function not only so but also as imperatives.
CI. EM s.v. Bd)e, 186. 36-8, demep dmé 100 dye mpocraktikod fiparoc perariflepévov yiverar émippyua
napaxeleverucdy. Such a statement seems sufficiently in line not only with the facts (cf. Bechtel, Lexilogus 81.)
but also with authoritics such as Dionysius Thrax (dye classificd as an exhortative adverb, p. 82 Uhlig, cf.
Heliod. ad loc. 101. 8~12 Hilgard, adding imperatival use) and Herodian (dypec an adverb with a plural, i 504.
13-16 Lentz, citing the present verse, cf. ii 383. 9-11, 463. 30). Apollon. Soph. on dype, 6. 20-3, quoting II. 5.
765, Od. 21. 176, and, for the plural, the present verse, merely signals cquivalence with dye, dyere and labels the
USAZE TAPAKEAEVCTIKDC.

24-6 ‘According to Parmeno of Byzantium «opeiv is Athenian for kadddvew.” This scholar is cited by the
Genevascholia on I1. 21, 259 and 262 and by Schol. B (man. rec.) on IL. 1. 591 for dialectal equivalents of dxerée
and xardvryc and of odpavde. From Ath. 11. 5008, where also he appears as Mappévew, it is assumed that his
book was called mepi Siadéxrwy (-rov em. Meincke). Tt is now cevident that Parmeno not Parmenio was his
name; and 1 should have thought it more likely than not that he is identical with Parmeno of Byzantium the
choliambographer, in which case he may with probability be dated to the 3rd c. e. This has consequences for
the relations between the glossographers and the Homeric critics, and for the history of glossography, which
cannot be explored here.

Mr Lobel wrote: ‘kopeiv, ‘sweep’, is prescribed for Attic by Phrynichus; e.g. Eup. 157 AdaBeov 76 képnpa vy
adhy wdper. kadddvew, (cuyialddvew), ‘sweep, (sweep together)’, seems to appear first in Aristotle (Prob.
936%27).’

Apollonius Sophista glosses xopricare with xkadddvare. A. Dyck suggests that our commentary is his
source both for that and for the etymology of 8éuwa at ii 12f. I would hesitate to accept this, however, for
negative evidence apart, our commentary glosses xopijcare with xalrpare, not kadddvare (the two notes
scem quite discrete), and the ctymology of 8éuvia was presumably available elsewhere than here. 1
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should be more inclined to think in terms of common source material than of direct dependence of cither
one upon the other.

26{. kopricare krA. Cf. Schol. BQ on 152 (misplaced from 149, I take it), kafldpare. &vlev kdpypa. Toryapody
Ko'pn 7} Kaoapd; Just. 1887. 34 ‘r; ar’ a’vspdc Ka@apd; Sudain Kép‘r], ‘nap&. T KOp(.:) 70 Kaeat.'pw. On the etymology A.
Dyck adds: ‘closest parallel is Et. Orion. G (81. 4 Sturz: in sede Apollodori [cf. 8o. 15 and 81. 12}): kai xdp7 %
mapbévoc, 7 kabapdv kai dplopov Exoveca Ty HAwkiav, whence the doctrine entered the Byz. etymologica: Et. Gud.
w (338. 7 Sturz); EM 529. 34; Zon. 1237

28-31 The commentator is anxious to assign a worthy motive for her urgings—not (as had bcen
charged?) a concern for the comfort of the suitors, but a concern to have the servant-women return as quickly
as possible to their wool-work within the palace (cf. 18. 313-16, 22. 421-3).

31 ‘Service is a Roman custom.” Rather opaque. There scems nothing particularly Roman about the
activities enjoined in Eurycleia’s speech, nor about wool-working (though Mr Lobel did adduce the
commendation lanam fecit frequently found on Roman ladies’ gravestones). A. Dyck would refer the remark to
the suitors’ early arrival, 1551, as being compared to the Roman salutatio, butin that case the note is misplaced;
and the 8taxovia is surely the maids’. We may recall that according to Aristodemus of Nysa (FHG iii 307)
Homer was a Roman (vit. Hom. vi, 18-24 Allen): this on the basis of certain exclusively Roman customs 1o be
found in the Homeric poems—such as the game of weccoi!* Cf. Hillscher, Jakrb. f. klass. Philol. Suppl. 18 (1892)
355-444- The present note, which may refer specifically to the chair coverings (there must be some reason for
the lemma’s being 151 in particular, but the previous remark, radra . . . Aéyer, scems to refer to the whole
speech), evidently belongs if not to Aristodemus then to a like-minded critic—active in Rome?

g2f. On the note on oicere (‘= dépere’) Mr Lobel wrote: ‘Eust. 1887, 63 momricdc xavovilerar dic
mapararikde dmd pélovroc dvadpapdvroc elc évecrdra. olcw ydp' of maparaTikdc olcov, T6 TpiTov olce, T6
wpocTakTiov Spoduvwe olce ob mAnfuvtirdv 76 oicere. Cf. 1934, 59 ad Od. xxii 481. But the nearest to what is
found here is not in the Odyssey scholia but ad JI. xv 718, 67t oicere dvri Tod dépere schol. A, T (with additions),
11l 103 mpde 76 oicere, i 0d péAovtdc éeri xpdvov, AAX” dvri Tob pépere, wrd., schol. A

3410 ‘Acc. to Arn. it was then new moon, which is why (the feast was) Apollo’s, since he is the same as the
sun. That eclipses (occur only) at new moon is made clear by Aristarchus of Samos, as follows: “According to
Thales the sun s eclipsed when the moon gets in front of it, the day of eclipse —~-called the thirticth by some, new
moon by others-—being marked by the obscuration(?). Heraclitus: “When the moons/months meet, it changes
days—day before, new-moon, second(?) —sometimes fewer, sometimes more, from the moment it appears.”
Diodorus gives this explanation(?) ofit: “For since the moon is obscured as it approaches the sun at the month
ends, when it fallsinto the rays(?) of the sun, disappearing from view for a short while, but then reappears from
them(?), the month (is reckoned as beginning?) when it makes its first (appearance) out of the (rays); new
moon ... (col. iii} ... notappearance . . . in mid-obscuration(?) . . . most absolute(?) . . . the curtailed phases(?)
(i?) the moon, when it makes its appearance on the third day(?) appears at its full-moon phase on the
sixteenth, within fourteen days, it wanes for the short-fall(?) within 13 days. For if it was full moon within 14
days, after beginning to make its appearance on the 13th (L. the 3rd?), at new moon obviously it was not yet
making its appearance to them(?), so that since in this case(?), when it makes its first possible appearance, on
new moon day, it is full-moon at the 14th, when it makes its latest possible appcearance, on the 3rd, full-moon
occurs at the carliest in 14 days, at the 16th(?).”’

34f. Cf. the D-schol. on 155f, Tadry T9v fjuépav éopriy rai vovpnwiov maparilerar AméMawvoc lepdv,
stmm. Eust. 1887. 20f. AnéMwvoc fepd, Tovréctwv wAlov, ¢ alTioc veounwioc cuvodebwy Tyikadra Ti
CEA'T;V'H&-

34 Bust. loc. cit. 8:a 7y éoprijy vouunpia ydp écrw. This is in accordance with Odysseus’ predicted return
Tob pév Plivovroc pndc, 106 8 {crapévoro, 19. 307 = 14. 162, sec scholl. on 14. 162 and cf. Plu. Sol. 25. 3. CL.
Wilamowitz, Homerische Untersuchungen 54.f.

35 d0ev A[méA]Awvoc. Cf. 20. 276 and 21. 258, with scholl. For the association of vovunvia with Apollo see
Nilsson, Entstehung u. relig. Bedeutung des gr. Kalenders® 31, 381, gof; of. ‘Hdt.” Vit. Hom. 26.

6 adroc fAwe. Cf. esp. Heraclit. Al . 6. 6T, 67¢ pév rolvov 6 adroc AméAdwv Aiw, k7, citing Apollodorus

1 AperdS s Sc ‘Peonaioy abrdy dmodel y 06 5 Poad , ,
prcrédnuoc 8 6 Nucaede ‘Pwpaiov adrov dmobelkvvarv éx rwwv 0dv mape ‘Pwpaloc pdvov ywoudvav,
ToiTo pév €k Thic TV meccdy maridc, TobTo 8¢ ék Tob émavicraclar Tdv fdrwy Todc fccovac TV BeAdricTwy éxdvTac, d
xal viv ére puddecerar mapa ‘Pwpaliowc édy. (Should not Sravicracla: be read for émavicracfar, and roic BeAriocw

for rév BeAricrwv? Cf. Hdt. 2. 8o. 1.)
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of Athens (FGrHist 244 F *98); and in the context of the first of the month, Philoch. ap. Schol. Procl. Hes. Op.
770 with the D-schol. here (FGrHist 328 F 88), and Schol. Pi. Nem. 3. 4.

36 & vovuniar al éxdelfeic. That solar eclipses occur only at new moon had long been recognized, cf. Th.
2. 28 and Plu. M. 2. Cf. on 381, below.

The relevance of (solar) eclipses may go deeper than their providing a solution for the question “‘What has
Apollo to do with the new moon?’, a question to which the only astronomical answer was in terms of the
monthly conjunction (cf. Lust. cit. on 34f. above). I should guess that there is an underlying conncction with
Theoclymenus’ vision of the suitors’ impending doom, 20. 851-7 (. . . 7éAtoc 8¢ olpavod éfamdw)e, xaxy) &
embéSpopev dyAdc), which was understood by some in antiquity as indicating an actual eclipse and related to
Odysscus’ return at new moon: Scholl. and Eust. on 357, Heraclit. All. 75. v-7, Plu. vit. Hom. 108, de fac. lun.
9311 (cf. A. Shewan, CW 21 (1928) 196-8, T. L. MacDonald, Journ. Brit. Astron. Assoc. 77 (5) (1967) 324-7;
N. Austin, Archery at the Dark of the Moon (1975) ch. 5). Such an interpretation integrates the Homeric data on
the time of Odysscus’ return, the feast of Apollo, and the cyueia of the slaughter.

37 {I. How far docs the quotation from Aristarchus of Samos extend? Tol. 43, where itis broken off (NB ¢
pév Badic)? In that case the quotation from Heraclitus that follows may be drawn from the same source as its
exegesis, i.c. from Diodorus. Butit may be better to suppose that Aristarchus continued 6 8¢ ‘HpdxAecroc . . .,
and has been cut down.

38f. Cf. Aét. Pl ii 24 (Doxogr. Gr. 353) OaMjc mpdiToc édn éxchelmew Tov jAiov Tiic cedfume adrov Srepyopévnc
xara kdlerov (adduced by Mr Lobel) and also Eudemus— Aristarchus’ source? —reported by Dercyllides ap.
Theo Sm. 198. 14-17 Hiller (DK A 17, Budem. fr. 145 Wehrli): Eddnpoc icropei év raic Acrpodoyioc o7 . . .
Baljc . . . {riw Toby {suppl. Haslam) JjAlov ékteupev (sc. edpe mpdiroc). I do not know if Thales’ alleged
understanding of the causce of solar eclipses has cver been understood as inferentially resting on the observation
that they occur only at conjunction. (Prediction, attested for Thales by Hdt. 1. 74, is of course another matter;
sce O. Neugebauer, Hist. Anc. Math. Astron., csp. ii 604.) Though ascription specifically to Thales will
remain dubious (cf. Dicks, CQ 53 (1959) 294309, csp. 2951.), the suggestion that the moon is responsible for
cclipses of the sun by blocking off its light is one which might well have been made at such an early date,
or so it scems to me; it would have been an obvious hypothesis that the moon had something to do with it.
Cf. Gem. 8. 14, 10. 6. Zeno the Stoic, DL 7. 146, was presumably able to explain also why they did not
happen every month.

39 émimpoclev reflects the technical terminology, émurpocfeiv, émarpdclnec; cf. Aristarchus’ own phrasing
in On the sizes and distances of sun and moon, prop. 8, p. 382. 5f. Heath, émel ydp, éav éxdeinmy 6 fidioc, 8 émumpdcfecw
riic cedfume edelmer (where T would change émmpécfeciv 1o -Oncw; vo.ll. at c.g. Arist. de caelo 29322, Theo Sm.
192. 22 Hiller). Cf. c.g. Theo Sm. 193. 6. H. 6 8¢ fjAioc 66 pev Tijc cedjune émurpocleirat, 194. 25 H. 1 cedijyy
enimpoclev yévnyrar, DL 7. 145 éxdelmew 8¢ Tov pév oy émimpocfotiene adrd cedjyme, Achill. gram. Isag. in Aral.
Phaen. ¢. 19, p. 46. 32-47. 1 Maass, Gem. 10. 1-6, Cleom. 192. 14f. Ziegler.

40 cqpecovpé[vne passive rather than middle? Did the lacuna house what it is that marks the day of
cclipse? The traces are incompatible with 74j covéer, ‘conjunction’, but would suit 74 «pd e, sc. of the moon,
cf. on 481T. below. This, rather than fjuépac, may then be the referent of the 7u-clause, 42, for solar eclipses,
unlike the kpdyiec/rprardcfvovunpia, are not monthly events.

cyperobpevoc ‘making the inference” would give an alternative line of approach. Dr Rea tentatively
suggests éx mic| pyric | uépac krd ‘from the fixed day’.

41 “edevfw moreichou i.q. éxdelmeny’ Lobel,

41-3 As calendaric terms, tptasdc is the last day of the month {the Attic & «ai véa), vouprpia the first.
The count of the lunar month’s days, with voupmpla as day 1, is gencrally thought to have begun, at least
nominally, not with the day of conjunction itself (the time of astronomical new moon being -except at solar
cclipse-—a matter not of observation but of computation) but with the moon’s first reappearance to view,
which occurs after sunset on the first, second, or third evening following conjunction (cf. on 48 1L below). Butin
scientific usage vovpyria, like ‘new moon’ with us, was naturally applied to astronomical new moon, i.c.
conjunction;soinl. g6 above (cf. Th. 2. 28, an eclipse vouunuia kara cedpryy). And the day of conjunction could
be assigned to the old month, and hence called rpiaxdc, with no less legitimacy than to the new. (G Plu.
Sol. 25, on & wal véa, the ‘old and new’ day, as being so called from the observation that the moon 7jc
abrijc fuépac kal karadapPdvovcay kal mapepyopévny rov fidiov. Geminus is one who defines rpuaxdc as the day
of conjunction, 8. 1, 8. 14, 9. 6, as distinct from vovprpia, 8. 11, 9. 7, 9. 14; cf. Schol. Procl. Hes. Op. 763,

tust. 1go8. 51 on Od. 21. 263.) (The correlation of lunar phenomena with the calendar, particularly at
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month-juncture, is a notoriously thorny subject, sce most recently Pritchett, ZPE 49 (1982) 243-66, with
scattered bibliography.)

43 ‘Hpdrdertoc. Presumably, as the Ionic forms suggest, the sixth-century Lphesian, the so-called
ckorewde. Diogenes Laertius’ purported summary of Heraclitus’ doctrines includes statements on eclipses and
on the phases of the moon (DL g. 10, Heracl. A 1 DK, cf. A 12 DK {r. 61 Marcovich), but nothing that coheres
at all well with the quotation oflered here.

43 L. comdvrawv 7dv pyudv: i.e. at month-juncture.

Of juépac, Mr Lobel noted: ‘barring error accusative plural, not genitive singular {with which the article
would be expected), and if so, 10 be construed with éddccovac . . mAedvac, either as the object of peraBdAlerar or
accusative of time elapsed.’

Heraclitus seems to be saying that there is a variable number of days— between one month and the next?
Cf. Cleom. 202. 24 Ziegler al 8¢ mpdc 7dv ffAiov cdvodot Tic ceMjvne otk del T6v icov Tob xpdvov Sudcrnpa durdrrovce.
The maximum variation in the length of the lunar month (synodic revolution) is in the order of 13 hrs., but
successive months rarely vary more than an hour, More to the point, perhaps, the fact that the lunar month
happens to be about 29} days long means that calendars cannot have a constant number of days per month
without quickly getting out of step with the moon: by Heraclitus’ time calendar months were variably of 29
and go days. Or is it the number of days around the new-moon phase that is said to vary? —for that proves
likewise variable. That would be an intelligible observation, and one which the following exegesis by Diodorus
might well be intended to elucidate (cf. on 48T, below). Might mporépn, vovunviy, Sevrépy represents three
successive days? (This is the interpretation I have adopted in the translation attempted at g4 above.) But it
would be an unusual calendar that classified the last of the month as ‘the day before new moon’, and in any case
I am not sure that mporépn could bear this meaning. Alternatively, the mporépy vovpnvin and the Sevrépy
(voupnriy) might be fwo successive days: in go-day months the new-moon-day might be doubled. But I know of
no system that operated a month-beginning adjustment to the day-count rather than a month-end one, and on
this intcrpretation Sevrépy should be dcrépy. For what little is known of the month’s day-count at Ephesus see
A. L. Samuel, Gk. and Lat. Chronol. 124. There can be no assurance that the text is sound.

47 Aduédwpoc, as Mr Lobel suggested, is probably Diodorus of Alexandria (P-W(53)). Certainly the
exposition here quoted is nicely in line with that Diodorus’ definition of % pafnuaruc) (‘astronomy’) as opposed
10 7 duciodoyia: 1 pév palpuarikn ra rapemdueva 77 obclp {nrel, mélev xal mirc éxdelfierc yivovrar (Budorus ap.
Achill. gram. Isag. in Arat. Phaen. 2, p. 30. 20-3 Maass). Therc is no telling how far the citation extends; right
to the end of the note (iii 19)?

48 av7d the foregoing quotation? ééayeiro éényeirar® (Lobel).

48T Diodorus’ explanation is in terms of the phenomena around the time of the new moon. In the latter
part of the month, from a terrestrial viewpoint, the moon gains on the sun day by day, waning accordingly and
setting at progressively shorter intervals after sunset. As it approaches conjunction—which may occur at any
time of day or night—its thinning crescent can no longer be made out, owing to its proximity to the light of the
sun. The term for this state of invisibility (though it is no longer in astronomical use, but is confined to
astrology) is ‘combust’. Two or three days pass before the new, waxing crescent can be scen. (On the factors
involved sce Samuel 8-10, and ¢f. Neugebauer i 534 withii fig. 76, Mommsen, Chronologie, Kalenderwesen 67-9.
Amateur astronomers occasionally make naked-eye sightings of the moon less than 24 hours after conjunction:
for discussion, and photographs, sec Sky and Telescope 42 (1971) 781, 43 (1972) 951, 55 (1978) 358-61. Cf. also
Plin., NH 2. 44, 18. 324.)

I take ll. 48-52 as referring to the moon’s disappearance from view as it approaches conjunction, 1l. 52-5
to its rcappearance after; so that it is the combust period, the dnterlunium, that is under discussion.

Inl 51 adrdc must I think be emended to adyde (the same correction at Emp. fr. B 44 ap. Plu. Mor. 929 &,
?lon [T7GF119] fr. 57 ap. Plu. Mor. 658 ¢, Herod. 10. 4, and no doubt elsewhere; it does seem to be 7 not y that
is written, so an emendation it would have to be): ‘when it falls into the light of the sun’. Cf. astronomical
descriptions of the lunar eclipse, at opposition: the moon éuminrer elc v 1ijc yic cxudv vel sim. (¢.g. Gem. 8. 14,
Theo Sm. 193. 22 H., Cleom. 180. g Z.). Towards conjunction, it is into the solar adyal that it falls. adyal
is standard terminology in the context of the combust state. Autolycus 7. émroddv kai Scewv was extensively
concerned with this phenomenon inso far asit relates to stars; to enter the combust state is wepicaraiquBdveclar
oS 7w To HAlov avydv (1. 8), and to cmerge from it is éxpedyew Tac Tod HAlov adyde (1. 1, 2. 1, el saepe). Cf. e.g.
Schol. Arat. 735 on the dpmraypala moon (between waning crescent and new, i.c. the very last stage before
conjunction; 373. 14f. Martin), ddavic ydp dotmév daiverar mé rdac 7ol fAlov adydc yevopévy, Cleom. 180. 11-13



3710. COMMENTARY ON ODYSSEY XX 109

Z., Gem. 12. 7. Plu. Qu. Rom. 24 (26gc-p), on the Roman division of the month, distinguishes ére «pdrrera
ctvodov momcapévn mpoc heov (Kalends) and Srav éxgvyodea tdc adydc Tod fAlov karadavic mpdTov émi Sucpdv
yévyrar (Nones, connected by Plut. with vovunpia). The sun obscures, xpdnrer, heavenly bodies in two senses,
(i) by actual epiprosthesis (at conjunction), and (ii) coveyy{lwv ral karavyd{wy (Theo Sm. 195. 8f. H.).

A framework on which Diodorus’ passage may be hung is provided by Theo Sm. 137 H. An improper
signification of the term 8dcic is 6 mpéToc ddavicpdc deTpov Tivée o TV Tod YAlov adydy; the correct term, he
says, is kptyiee. The converse phenomenon, properly called gabece (sic suppl. edd.) but improperly dvarold, is 1
mpdory pdcic (Martin: dadcic codd.) &k dv 706 jAlov adydv. Cf. Gem. 13. 1-5. The treatises are more concerned
with stars and planets than with the moon, but no matter; for lunar application cf. Plu. loc. cit. In the papyrus
the terms «ptyuc and ddcic both appear to occur in the next column (iii 5, 4).

521, xpdv[ov éAlyo]v (Lobel) or Bpaxd]v would fit before ddavic[fe]ica, and if the continuation is wdAw 8¢
xpaiveras vel sim., as might be suggested by 481, dmoxpbnrerar pév, perhaps én]i (Rea) rather than «ai (Lobel)
before xpév[ov.

For the first part of 53 mdAw | [8° dn]) Tdv a[]ydv éxdailverar suggestsitselfas a reconstruction, but while
a[8]ydwv is perfectly acceptable, ncither é]x Tév nor dm]é Tév is to be read before it; the traces are more
suggestive of [yryv, which leads 1o éa]vrgy . . . éndailver. Will éalvriy a[3]7dv éxdai[ve do, or is something like
(em”y a[d]rdw or {dmd rav) a[v]ydv called for?

Unless my understanding of the passage is quite astray, 54 Juewc is more likely to be pelc than e.g. 5] ueic or
Suvd Jperc. wiv is the normal form in the treatises, but pelcis well attested. 53-5 could be on thelines of 8o}y 671
| [dpxerar 8] peic Srav Ty éic v | [adydv $dct]y mpdrewe mlovjc}nrac. This would fit the space and the traces. Cf.
Autol. 1. 8, (derpa) 1w éhav mpdryy pday moreirar dpaviclévra fuépac Twic kal virTac.

If 53-5 is the main clause, the continuation may have been something like v[o]v|[pnviac kadovpévne e
Huépac v fu mpdrwe pivera 1 pdcc (or of course a new sentence). Or if we have just arrived at the end of the
emei-clause (e.g. émel ydp dmoxpdmrerar pév 1 cedijpn . . . kal xpbvov Bpaxdv ddavicheica mdAw éavty . . . éxdaiver,
dpxerai 8¢ & peic Stav Ty . . . pdav mpdrwe TorheyTar), €.g. v[o]vl[uia kadeirar kard ddo cypawipeva.

col. iii. At least 14 complete lines are lost from the top of the column.

3 pélen? (8cy, odx icn?)

4 odxt ddcuc well suits the traces; perhaps ]ry opxd ddcuc éer[{. pdcwc not ‘phase’, I takeit, but ‘appearance
{out of combust invisibility, after conjunction)’, as opposed 1o xpdyhc in the next line, sce on ii 4811 above.

5 «[pod)pewc hardly open to doubt, 1 think. (-)Adp]mer, (éx)Ael]mer, é]mel, etc.

pec] o Jo: perhaps the scribe embarked on pecasrar- before catching himself. pecomopodenc, pecodenc, etc.

6 elMi]|kpwle]erdrny scems probable; of. Gem. 11. 1 (T cxedw), Cleom. 146. 19 Z., 194. 5 Z. (exdelperc).

9 ga[], could be 7y, ~yiay, (-)7a[0]p (md[A]v toolong). Theapex after xo suggests a, A, w, orv. wd[0]y ...
78 roA[ofd? Cf. LSJ in xodofodiéfooc.

71, & pelc rp[iraioc at linc-end would give sense: “When the month/moon appears rpiraioc’, i.c. when the
moon’s first appearance of the month occurs two days after new moon (cf. e.g. R. H. Baker, Astronomy® (1964),
127: “On the second evening after the new phase the thin crescent moon is likely to be seen in the West after
sundown’), ‘it appears (a.c. occurs) at its full in fourtcen days (sc. after its first appearance), on the sixteenth
(and wanes in 15 days).” Some problems of detail yicld, but not all.

9 #uéparc. Whatever termination was written was altered, and that fpépaic was the intention cannot be
verified. Cf. 11 below.

10f. Baffling. Noting that smduerpov is not a recorded word, Mr Lobel wondered whether it might be
interpreted, by analogy with éniuerpov and $mépperpoc, as ‘falling short of a limit’. Dr Rea suggests that 4m6
pérpov might mean ‘proportionately’, ‘at the same rate’ (‘under the control of due mcasurc’). The residual 7o,
is a problem; prima facie 7ov; not rau (for 7¢). Could é dméperpoc or & vmd pérpov be a technical term for the
shorter half (so to speak) of the month? (Cf. the mention of kodofd maby at 7 above?) Another oddity is the Lonic
Huépmice (muepneer a.c.) in 11, which remains unexplained and out of place even as a relic from Heraclitus.

11-19 dpfapévy daiveclar ri ty will refer (o the onset of the full-moon phase; but 74 §, referring to the
moon’s first appearance of the new month, might be thought to give more consistent scnse, repeating the
(admittedly reconstructed) terms of the previous sentence. In 14, apparently ovk épaiver’ adroic obmw (Lobel),
‘it was not yet visible 1o them’, though the reference of adroic is obscure. Then weme[ JIv[. v of itself suggests &’
ene[i] v[b]v (iva = dcre?), in which case we shall read yivprarin 18 (yiverar Lobel; the trace is minimal). Atthe
beginning of 17, perhaps é[xd]rwe. ‘Since(?) if it here(?) makes its appearance at the carliest, on new-moon-
day (i.e., makes its earliest possible appearance, viz. on the 1st), it is full moon at the 14th, if it makes its
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appearance at the latest, on the grd, it becomes full moon at the earliest at the 1xth, in 14 days.” 15, ‘16°, is
acceptable in I, 18: cf. 1. 8. This is apparently a statement of the correlation between the moon’s new and full
phases (by ‘new’ I here mean first crescent visibility, the gdeic) in terms of the month’s day-count. Itscems to be
held that full moon, the Sixounria, occurs (at least) 14 days after the moon’s first appcarance of the month,
whether that appearance occurs on the first (vovpyvia, the day of conjunction) or on the third. 1 first took
mpedTwe parvopdvn to mean ‘making its first appearance’ (sc. of the month), butif éeydrwe is correctly recovered
in 17, dawopévy itself bears this meaning (= v ¢dcw morovuévn), and mpditwe and éeydrwe signify respectively
the earliest and latest possible such appearances (cf. Autol. 1. 8, 76 € derpov écydrwce pév mepicarataufavéclw
o6 76v T0b HAlov adydv Tod HAlov Svroc mpde TG L, mpditwe 8¢ éxdevyérw Tdc Tob fAlov adydc rob HAlov Srroc mpc
76 7, where the figures refer to an accompanying diagram). Cf. esp. Gem. 9. 14, 7dxicra p.e‘v‘)zdp daiveras 7
CEA'Y?V‘” IJJ}VOELST‘]C T:I’} VOU‘LL’Y]VLI.a, BP(ISUT&T?] 8% T:’; ‘y‘ e ﬂavcé/\nvoc 8& ')/L/V€T(1L T(I/.XtCT(l IJ,E‘V WEPL‘ T"‘]V W, BPGSUTU’.T'I] 86‘
mept Ty L.

18£. ‘Full moon occurs in 14 days’ (sc. from the moon’s ¢dcuc), cf. Autol. 1. 4, 8dcic yiverar Sid juicove
énavTod.

Are these observations presented in reference to the action of the poem? (NB 14£?) Some correlation with
the Odyssey’s day-count could be atissue, but I cannot fathom it. For the day-count of the Odyssey sce P. Schub.
3 (for that of the [liad, about which we know more, see K. Lachmann, Betrachtungen iiber Homers Ilias go-6). The
action of bk. 20 takes place on day 49; if this is new moon, at the previous full moon Odysseus will still have been
on his voyage from Calypso’s island; this scems to lead nowhere. It is interesting, but again not obviously
relevant to the present discussion, that one interpretation of the vd¢ ckoroprjrioc at 14. 457—the end of day 35
according to the day-count—was in terms of the occultation at the tnterlunium (ka0 fjv 1 ceMjvy dmeckdrwran 74
mpoe Tov fhwov covdde D-schol.): that is strictly incompatible with the identification of the day of the feast as
(astronomical) vovpnria that is the basis of this whole disquisition.

19-23 ‘Crates here (after v. 159, af 8’ adrod kard Sdpar’ émcrapévwc movéovro) subjoins v. 276 (kijpukec §
dva derv fedv, -ain) as far as v. 173 (dyxipodor 8¢ e’ FA0¢ Meddvioc).” (The translation is Mr Lobel’s.) This
makes no sense as it stands, unless (i) the verses transmitted in our manuscripts as 276-8 in the commentator’s
text followed 172 and (ii) éwc is exclusive. Otherwise, the note must be scriously garbled: a lacuna? We can
hardly suppose a simple omission such as éwe {*“dAcoc Sm6 cxiepdv” (278) dvri Tod “éc 8 jAbov Spycripec” (160)
€wc) xrl, i.c. substitution of 276-8 for 160-72, for to dispense with the entry of Eumaeus (162) would make
nonsense of the subsequent text (185 7piroc, 1901t 238f.). Whatever the solution, the verses in question must
surely be the three verses 276-8. Put them after 159, and a logical sequence is achieved: the heralds’
proclamation precedes, and motivates, the preparation for the sacrifice. It is simplest, and I imagine right, to
suppose that Crates wished to effect this transposition. (Modern critics too have felt uncomfortable about
276 fT.: ‘hoc loco incommodi’ Nauck.) But it should be borne in mind that we have no guarantee that Crates, or
cven our commentator, knew the verses in their received location, and remaining unclear is the relevance of
v. 173. Though it has no clear bearing on the matter it may be worth adding the observation that 172 (whichin
our manuscripts precedes the dyyipodor 8¢ ¢’ fA0e line) is identical with the line that introduces the sclf-
contained passage 241-75 (which in our manuscripts precedes the kijpukec 8 dva derv line). The relocation is
unlikely to have any authority beyond Crates’ own critical sensibility, though its attraction is patent.

For some of the verses to which dmordccew is applied in the fliad scholia, mostly without specific
attribution—only Zenodotus is ever named —Pergamene provenance has sometimes been suspected (sce esp.
Bolling); in the extant Odyssey scholia, so far as T am aware, the verb in this sense does not occur. ‘Zenodotus’ is
often Z. of Mallos, I fancy.

The (forked?) paragraphus, which is misplaced (it should be one line higher), scems to be by a second
hand. The faulty placement was no doubt induced by the ecthesis of 21. The copyist missed the next occasion
for a paragraphus too, at 23.

In the quotation of v. 276 fedv has been altered to fed:, which has no support elsewhere and may be, as
Mr Lobel took it to be, ‘simply a Verschlimmbesserung’. But it may be a respectable ancient reading--
Aristarchus’?—and it could ¢ven be argued that it is the fedv of the paradosis that is the Verschlimmbesserung,
designed to eliminate the hiatus; of. 10, 1. 447, where e fepijy éxardufyy, the Aristarchean (and Zenodotean)
reading, appears in the paradosis as fede kherny éxardupyy. (Cf. Od. 10. 553, where II*! offers 8dipawv for ipdv;
S. West, Ptolemaic Papyri of Homer 247.) Ludwich reports the v of fedv as having been added by a sccond
hand in U.

23-7 pvnerijpec dyrvopec is the paradosis only at Od. 1. 144. In the present passage Spyerijpec dyrjvopec is
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the received reading, but Ludwich reports uwmerijpec as oflered by FGZ and Ayadv by X (Cod. Vindob. 133).
Clearly, and understandably, the phrase §pncrijpec dyvjvopec was objected to, and the vu.ll. are two alternative
solutions. The double alteration of pvncrypec to 8p- in the text of the commentary is odd; it seems to indicate
contamination at some stage from a Homeric text different from the commentator’s. The diple in the margin
perhaps relates somehow to this. 1f, as Tshould suppose, 25-6 offered rationale for the reading Ayac@v (e.g. odx
elvai] | yap dyrvopalc ad]rod[c would fit space and traces), pncrijpec seems entailed for both instances, and the
commentator—like Eustathius (and the scholia are silent) —shows no acquaintance with pynerfpec, unless in
27. In 27 neither prmerijpec nor Spyeriipec is excluded after fAdov. If we suppose that pymeripec was there
written, and 8pncrijpec meant in 24 and 25, we have anintelligible construct. Each of the vo.ll. (24f. Axaidv, 27
weripec) will have been preceded either by the name of the sponsoring authority or simply by rwec vel sim.;
perhaps a short name followed by ypdec in 24 (cf. 33 below), or, as Dr Rea suggests, d\oc pévin 24 and dMo:] |
8¢in 271f. (then perhaps ypddovcw o8] | yap krdin 25£). P. Ryl. 1 53 gives 160 as ec 8 nAfov 8pnernp|ec.

27 éc. So P. Ryl. I 53, FGU, Schol. H P: &« rell. I have assumed in the above discussion that it is not this
reading that is at issue here. If it is, éx not éc should be restored in 23 and 24.

28 perplexes. As Mr Lobel noted, the nominative yaAxoxirwvec occurs in only one place in Homer,
*Enewol yaAcoyirwvee Il 11. 694. moior admits of a variety of articulations and interpretations, although none I
can think of scems less far-fetched than demep] d[v €l el]moe (sc. 6 mouTic) “of yarkoyitwvec” (sc. with reference
to the Achaeans), in rebuttal of objection made to dysjvopec as being contextually inappropriate. Orif J|rowt is
a scribal error for ’Elmeol, the argument might be--though it must have been very clliptically expressed -
‘What is to stop Homer applying the suitors’ epithet dysvopec uniquely to the 8pyerijpec just as he applies the
Achacans’ cpithet xaAcoxiravec uniquely to the Epeians?” (Cf. the answer made to Aristarchus’ objection to the
second Nekuia on the ground that Hermes is nowhere called KvAhjvioc, reported at Schol. Od. 24. 1: el dmaf,
0Bk EEw Adyov kal “chroc” kal “Hroc AméAwv”.) The paragraphus at 27 by rights should indicate that thisis a
new entry altogether —comment on a verse between 160 and 163, with its lemma being in . 27; but no great
reliance can be put on that.

g0f. Cf. D-schol. oté¢ dAlyov aiodvrar.

33-9 As Mr Lobel noted, the reading ef here ascribed to Aristophanes is the only one reported as the
paradosis in v. 174, but the existence of a variant of may be thought implied by the variation between rdc and
rovc reported as the paradosis (to which 1. 36 is now to be added) in v. 176. Cf. Eust. 1888. 20 odk eldniov . . .
elre dpcevinare viv alyde ¢y elre Oploxdic, kT,

Cf. oni 10.

For 35-7, perhaps [Ap(icrd) vi(xde) | dmew 7[6 Snholbv (or Sewv]dy “«al Tode pév ka[7é]|dncer” dvrl [Tob]
“rdc”, ‘according to Aristonicus the determinant is xai rove «7A instead of rdc’. Alternatively, xal 7otc «7A
begins a new lemma, in which case Juv (viv ‘here’, or odv?) will conclude the previous note. The ecthesis of 37
supports this latter view, but then there should be a paragraphus at 36 (but cf. 19 and 23 above for omission).

lither way, rotc not 7dc is implicd as the transmitted text in 176, just as olin 174.

rarédncev: no acquaintance with the reading xarédnca is revealed. karédneer is reported for FX (and H™)
alone of the medieval manuscripts; but it is FX that have 7ac in 176 (rovc pap., codd. plur.).

In 38 &]pcevec will account very suitably for the traces, and -po[: of &]p- is a good fit for the space. Perhaps
something on the lines of érg} [o]dy (or [v]dv), d[ncw], | edcaprdrepole of &lpcevec, Todr" €6 ca[dnllv[ile a]c
&y[0]dSe xetvrar vy yalp éop[ri |

39/40 Though very dangerously ex silentio, the possibility must be entertained that vv. 177-84, left wholly
without comment, were unknown to the commentator.

41 & Ma]Adrye (Lobel). If Crates were meant, we should expect him to be cited simply by his name.
(The point is Mr Lobel’s.) 1 suppose 40 Z[nwé8oroc |. mpocrifin]c. most probably of an ‘addition’ to the text, as
ati (b) 2. Cf. esp. Schol. T IL. 13. 730 Znwédoroc 8¢ 6 Madddimnc (Spaddc 7ic Tt em. Heyne) mpocrifncw “dAg 8
SpxneTiv, érépew kilapw xai Godipy” (v. 731 of the vulgate, but absent from many witnesses and apparently
unknown to Aristarchus [pace van der Valk]); of. Eust. 957. 10. In the present instance the added
material, presumably quoted in 41{(f)., scems to have gained no foothold in the paradosis, nor to be
otherwise attested.

42 Boiic é[pyndrove vel sim., verse-end (185a)? Identification of Philoetius, on this his first appearance, as
Odysscus’ oxherd?

col. iv. 2 of yap dwp[ieic? On the contraction in 245 covfedcerar?
3-7 The pattern of paragraphi and ectheses suggests that the citations from 245 and 250 (5f, 61), if
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rightly recognized as such, form part of the comment on 246. éc in 7 was taken by Mr Lobel as the beginning of
alemma of 247 (dc épar’ Audivopoc), but it may be the continuation of the comment.

4-5 e.g. obr’ Apdwiépov obi]re G (i.c. 70v) dovr[@v.

6 245 is quoted in the grammatical treatisc P. Brit. Mus. 126 verso (Kenyon, Class. Texts x) i 93, but only
for fjuiv, in illustration of a use of personal pronouns.

8f. No variant is recorded. adr[{xa?—cf. Od. 16, 406f. (16. 406 = 20. 247). In 8 Apicroddrne, cf. iii 33,
would well fit the space if the lemma terminated at §cdopar’, as it probably did; only this time the v.. is not the
vulgate reading. Otherwise, 03] | ypdde {of 2481.).

3711. Lesbiaca (COMMENTARY ON ALCAEUS?)
Plate X

31 4B.13/G(3-4)a Ir. 1 15.5 X 23.5 cm Sccond century

Two fragments, the larger with remains of two columns, assembled from several
pieces; written in an informal and somewhat irregular second-century hand. The precise
nature of the text is not clear. It is a scholarly product, at first sight a regular
commentary: a lemma from Alcaeus atfr. 1 ii g1~3, in ecthesis. Butif the work asa whole
was tied to the text of Alcaeus, the commentator was very selective in his choice of
passages, and he concerns himself not at all with grammatical exegesis, paraphrase, or
the like (cf. XXI 2307 intro.), but more with matters of early Lesbian history and saga.
Most of col. i is taken up first with the Lesbian ‘lion-law’ and then with a narrative
concerning Macar and a bronze lion made by Hephaestus, while most of col. ii appears
to be occupied with various accounts of Dionysus Omestes. The work could be a
collection of Lesbian mpoBAjuara or mpocyyopiar (re ‘Macar’s lion’; Dionysus ‘Omestes’;
?Onomacles); but the items under discussion are not introduced in the question-form
normal to such a genre, and the relation of the one identified lemma to the attached
comment, on the early history of Aenus, is quite obscure.

We have little from antiquity on early Lesbos, and most of the information here is
new. The papyrus’ account of the lion-law, perhaps attributed to Hellanicus,
complements a notice given by Diodorus in the relevant section of his island-book, or
would doifI could recover it; but of the slice of evidently Lesbian saga that follows I find
no trace anywhere. Here the lion is not a law but a bronze creature manufactured by
Hephaestus and (less predictably) filled by him with benelicial drugs, and Macar took it
from Pholoe (another unexplained detail) to Lesbos, where he hid it. This belongs to
Lesbian foundation myth, no doubt. The authority cited is Alcacus—apparently not the
Alcacus, however, but Adkaioc 6 radv éndv [moyric?], who is not otherwise known.
Further details of Macar’s concealment of the lion are given, cited now, if the
reconstruction is on the right lines, from Myrsilus of Methymna: we hear of
Methymneans, of a Sibylline oracle, and, as the papyrus breaks off’ towards the end of
the first column, of Tonians, in what precise connection is unclear, but it raises interesting

cthnic questions.



3711. LESBIACA (COMMENTARY ON ALCAEUS?) 113

Myrsilus of Methymna may be reported again in the second column for a curious
aition of Dionysus’ being called Omestes (as at Alc. 129. 9, though there is no indication
that this was quoted). This too is new, and it is unfortunate that it cannot be fully
reconstructed. Earlier in the same column we appear to have not only Omestes but
Smintheus, in an account perhaps credited to Hellanicus.

This was in every sense a scholar’s text. The margin bristles with chi and chi-rho
sigla, as if someone has been marking it up in preparation for writing a work of his own.
There are few clues to the date of compilation. The second century itself seems likely
enough, but an carlier date is by no means ruled out. The author seems to have been
content to compile. There is no way of telling for certain, but it is possible that he
consulted the cited sources directly (Hellanicus’ Atlantis was at Oxyrhynchus in the
second century if VIII 1084 is correctly so attributed; but the attribution is
questionable, L. Pearson, Early lonian Historians 177).

In the upper margin above the centre of the first column stands a delta, perhaps by
a second hand: a column number (‘4’, unless [¢]§ ‘14’)? The manuscript’s layout is
unexceptional. Upper margin 1.5 cm, lower 2.0, but it is not certain that the edges are
preserved. Column width ¢. 6 cm (less wide than commentaries’ columns often are),
column-height ¢. 19 cm. No punctuation (unless at 1 1 g), no paragraphi. The text is
articulated by the occasional ecthesis: of the lemma at 1 ii 31-3, and of certain other
lines which seemingly begin a new entry and/or name a cited authority (1 79, 10?,1i 4,
17). Prevocalic 8¢ regularly elided, with apostrophe; no other lection aids in evidence,
except trema at 1 ii 25. ota adscript usually but not always placed. Back blank.
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fr.1 col. 1

] [18 [

oo oove L]z v [

Jocka,  necBepidoc vac. ¢.5 Joc kat THc Béuidoc
lese, . ectim v, av. wov c. 4 O)euc, . .. écti TpvTavEiov
5 Tus. . proswvie per o ¢ 4 ] Mirpdnvaiov Kadpera
1. vac. .5 1.
| wp. ... ... cot
| - 0 I PR /77

]. Upnrep. . vac. [

] AecBe, .wv.0.0, . voudy[ AecBraxdy vopoy elvai ¢ylcw
JOov. [L1......... ew, ovf
Yrov [l.....ooo. . ov, . [ ]
T S at, .. s ] Kadeic-
15 JX Oav e [ ]o. a7, voporrovro, Oa ¢ Al €]ovra Tov vduov TodTOV
)4 s ~ € Ié 4
1 or[.]¢. marwe, , provriflava o7[t] {npio 7 dpaprdvre Gdva-
T 3, ~ y ¢ ~ 3 ~
1 ..... . Ak« oTwvemwy Toc v. Alxaioc §’ 6 7w émdw
1.1 |éncworindaicroce ¢.7 | dncw 8re "Hearcroc Aé-
1 ovrekarackevacacyatxovveic ovTa KaTackevdcac YaAkoly elc
20 1. ovrovdapuare, OnxeBonbouvy TolTov pdpuara éfnre Bonboiv-
Abrasion extremely severe in places, especially in the first 14 lines. Marg. sup. Room perhaps for a
lost « before 8, nothing broader. Ink below, apparently a horizontal line 1 Perhaps |, ei[z]qv ~ After
¢4, upper left-hand corner as of y or ¢, then abrasion, then perhaps v before 7 After 7, o acceptable, a not
excluded  After g, high speck, line-final? 2 Variously assignable traces on worm-eaten and distorted
papyrus  After g, Toyem poss. 3 .., ty, ot acceptable 4 ....,fcctof two uprights suggesting =
or 7, then scanty scattered traces on abraded surface, perhaps last ¢ ¢ enlarged 5 At end, letter
ligatured to ¢, perhaps a, not o 8 Before §, 0 After €, po? 9 . [I, « or m; if written broad no
letter intervening before p; kpyrec might be possible if what I have taken for foot of descender of p does not
after all belong 10 Mostly abraded, but a few of the remains substantial enough to allow guesses to be

tested; but some seem anomalous or confused: correction?  Before p, two letter-top specks preceded by base
of apparent upright; before that, minimal specks  After p, traces suggesting left-hand side of circle
12 [, ¢ suggested  Before €, perhaps an anomalous p; about 3 letters before that, 72 After v, specks
consistent with 7+ v[, perhaps last letter of line 13 After v, lower part of 82 Then variously assignable
traces on abraded surface, perhaps un 3-4 letters before ov 17 Before ), faint traces consistent with
a  Before o, perhaps base of § with apostrophe above; before that, oc acceptable
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’

catotcavBpw | [ ], enakapavrov
pw. [.]. cparap
) vracepuer, | [Jocyapep|, JA
1. ecOasrywv[. . ], v pup. ¢

T vph. [ leovra, .
1. poctorcunbu, . . wvme,
1. 8evxpyc. . . . Buddncor(]
JoXewvemep,  vydaicrov
1.. . apparae, _qu\aKnvmc
30 ]. Plﬁ. . OeTou, |, , axapaa

1. apa. Tovyevopuevoviwrac

21 . [.].¢ m[olic acceptable; top-stroke of ¢ prolonged

Ta Toic avbpdyr[o]ic Mdkap 8 adrov
ex Thic PoAdnc éxdpicev €[l]c Aéc-
Blov kai éxpuiper ov[r]wc yap éule]A-
Ae | ], eclar v v[Hc]ov. Mupri-
Aoc 8€] kexpipfar 79[v Ajéovrd ¢y-
cw] wpog Toic Myluvyvaiwy e,
¢.4]. 8 év xpycpdr QA G7(1]
¢. 5 | 6 Aéwv ein épyov “Heailcrov
¢. 5 |e ypdppara elc pvdarxny Tic
vijcov, «]ptifas 8¢ Tobrov Mdrapa a-
¢.6 ] yap adrod yevopévov "lwvac
¢ 11 ]...71.
6. 15 1ML e

lal

23 [, perhaps circle and foot of

upright 24 ], ,stroke rising to upper left of e, vor suggested [, ], v, written partly on underlayer, |,

a flat stroke on the line, o not suggested but not ruled out

horizontal, and suggestion of stem at foot

Between p and 4, apparent extremitics of letter-top
25 Ik, .., abraded, remains consistent with kexp |, [,

abraded, first two consistent withar  Atend, two diverging strokes starting from foot of «, lost in worm-path;
to right, confused upper specks followed by a short upright with a long thin stroke proceeding from top into

right margin, clubbed at end; ¢y a possible interpretation

26 ],, trace coming in to top of p, broken

below ., ,,, rcmains consistent with wvar At end, speck immediately to right of top of €, worm-path,
traces of lowish apparent upright thick at foot; c.g. v, or if two letters, a narrow letter followed by ¢, pt not

suggested but not ruled out
from left at top
traces within confined area, yo acceptable

27 ], apparcnt broken upright at edge, with suggestion of stroke joining
.., consistent with wecy; above putative w, a dot, presumably casual

28 ., heavy

29 ], ..,sccond and third, uprights of length suitable for yp;

if s0, preceded by slightly rising stroke coming in to top of y and more traces at left, e suggested — After e, ic

consistent with remains and space 30 ],,00rp

consistent with rovy

After ¢, remains on edges of hole, suitable forar | |
31 ]., top of y?  Before 7, specks consistent with v

v e
32 ],.., scattered

traces on abraded surface  Between 7 and v, perhaps 7, or e? At cnd, cov acceptable 33 1.,

apparent upright curved to left at foot, of vowels o best?

To judge from col. ii, which has column-foot, there are two complete lines lost from the foot of this column



116 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLIT, LRARY TEXTS

col. ii
1 X[
[l o o[
¥ [] Awp[ Awp[

x lrac. [ Alplirac 7]
5 [] cta, . [ aa, af
! [] xad. [ xad, [

(one line missing)
[ Jov, [ ov, [
Jndl wl]
10 Jeral craf
109p. [ Onpe[
J. [ JlecwcBovdyuel Oéwe fovdij. ¢f
xatwpuycryed, [ xal dugeri 8. [
wawrovo, wle, [ wal 7ov Cuubeéy [
15 ema, derf], moro, | [ én’ dredelfali moip. ]
Aavee, [ . Jr... [ Aaveue, [ Ir.
X pv [ . ]o [ ] e axap, [ Mep[rilo. [, ], € épi Mg,

X[ Joorgr.o on. [ Sluneriv o, opaf
[ Jevcatbvewoariy[

20 [ Jrovexswvmode[. . ], . [

Aebcar Obew & Gy Ap[

7oV €k TV mole[, 1. [

To judge from col. i, which has column top, 2 0[ will have been the third line of the column, The letters of
lines 2-6, except for « in ecthesis in 4, are on an isolated scrap, its location guaranteed by the match or the
fibres, separated from the body of the fragment to the Ieft by an apparent worm-path; whether any letter s lost
between w and 5 in 4 is doubtful, but there may be room for a narrow letter such asp 4 . [, upperstroke
of ¢ prolonged (i.c. word-final), a new letter-top hon'zoma{ apparently commenced ) 5 pors?
top stroke of y or ¢, loop suggesting a 6 . [, medial trace Ir, [,. I({WISI'J oot of apparen;
upright 12 g in correction 13 ., [, medial speck g 0 after 7 diminutive but undoubted
¢ large, 4 not excluded 4, a ligatured sequence, 'partly lost in hole at left, perhaps . [ oaor
o 15 Halfway between a and e, suggestion of upright ], clubbed upright e [, two traces on the
Iine 16, [, perhaps «, then letter-top traces  After 7, €osuggcested, then upright b‘em‘ loright at top
17 Afterv, suggestion of circlet  Before ¢, anomalous traces, hardly§  Before ., perhapsslightly a'noma]ous
lower parts of 7 Between ¢ and g, one or two letters, u acccplablc: 4Afl.er P rath(:*r .Iugh 100]),
o? 18 At beginning, vertically bencath 17 #, a speck, but no F]car mdz'cauon 'tlz'af this lme‘ was in
ccthesis ], defectiveu?  Betweenypand g, speck at left az?d suggestion of horizontal joining top of % both
traces possibly to be associated with v, in which case no letter intervenes ..» Speck at upper Ieft, upright at

right [, letter-top trace, hardly ¢ or o, perhaps a 20 |, [, speck on the line, loop on the line

s



3711. LESBIACA (COMMENTARY ON ALCAEUS?) 117

Tovcopper, gy, [, ] ex. [ rovcowver, y, ... [.. ] ex. [
Hevraca [ Jew. .. .. Jualo.[  $béraca.[. . Jew. ... ... Jxak
§xTov, actixo, | evol], ov wyr [ éx 700 BactAucop yévopc oy T
X Sovvcwilucairo, | [ dovicw: Ovcar 70v Duyc-
“ TIVE, | 7, tiepaicy e, | | € Tijv émi Tijt depw{t}ctvms T8 Oe-
oveyrevlevovvw, | pwo [ 00. évredlev odv duncryy
. f’”"/Cﬂal&OVUCOV[, ], demod [ xexdipcBar didvucov. [o]f 8é mol-
Aoidia, uawadacaipp, ¢« [ Aot 8id rdc pawddac, ai'dug St
acrwarw|, |Ippiwpraec, [ acrdce rd[v] Oypiewr ra elc y[ei-
3¢ pacavravedd[ ] . [] [ pac avradv éN[d]vra.
we, ovupardepcwd, p, oc[ e 8 Ovvpardénc wf. v, oc
{ soumrc,, vKaLypatcevywrr| oilnnca Jvxagyulacc gedywy T{ov
7l. . Jepov awoclp[, |, kycmolic, [ m[A]euov.  Avoc Op[d]ucyc modic, [
are. 7o, epwe []. [ Aivoy 708 ['epar, . ., ... [
35 dery. awova, | grexo, [ 0é ripy Abvov A)wmexov[vijciot,

7l. . 1. [lovwrod’vrrob, awaw(, | Jnel gl. . ]. odvro 8’ md Bpawcs[v , Jyel

21 Affc{’ 4 abraded traces on cdge of hole  Afiter 3, which is represented by strokes that could be
otherwisc assigned, thick medial trace, followed after a break (the papyrus is warped out of position) by
apparent Upright, indeterminate specks, and more considerable remains, perhaps ligature and left side of € or

- f 22 Alier ¢, perhaps ¢ followed by sloping upright on cdge of hole  Afier y, variously assignable
| ](}[( traces on Mostly stripped surface, letter-count uncertain, fourth perhapsa | [, upright followed by medial
7 trace, Vﬂnon.lill()us but acceptable?, probably linc-end 23 ., foot of possible upright, hole, speck on the

line and horizontal joining top of ¢ {(v» & 7} ].., perhaps ¢ with speck of previous letter at upper left,
Uncertain W]fe‘h” further loss before o 24 ¢ of presumed Gcar looks more likey  After ro, damaged
Temains consistent with veuye 25 Afier e traces at lower left, damage, square corner at upper right,
Perhaps ligaturc-stroke and top of . Afier 7, w corr. o p?  After yu, To perhaps suggested, then scattered
traces 20 ... lower parts of letters, upcr suitable 28 Sac, top stroke of ¢ prolonged  Before
final, perhaps ad, ligatured 29 . [, beginning of letter-top stroke 30 ]... [, traceson twisted and
loose fibres, yra acceptable 31 ¢ narrow, unwanted ink in lower half  Before v, strokc emerging from
hole lojoin at upper lefi, angle suiting a rather thane  Between v and o, damage, upper traces admitting a, ¢,
¢ 32 Between cand vsurface mostly destroyed; putative A has unwanted ink at base, but anomalous as a
org 33 . [; top of thick apparent upright 34 Between g and 7, holc and upperrightof ¢, v? |,
foor ofapparcnt upright, followed by 7 or (better?) ¥ with horizontal joining at upper left  Afier «, loop
S“/:’gt'sting a After lacuna, medial speck, then perhaps o, then variously decipherable traces: possible
Upright bene to right at foot, then perhaps w, followed by top of thick tall upright ligatured at
Iefi 36 [ . Jor[.] | [ topofupright




118 NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS

fr. 11. .. and of Themis. ... prytancum (.. .) of the Mytilencans Cadmean . ...

‘... the Cretans(?).

‘According to Hellanicus(?), Leshiaca, bk. x (1?, 2?), there was alaw . . . bronze . . . and this law was called
“lion” because death was the penalty for the wrong-doer. According to Alcacus the [ ? ] of the epics,
Hephaestus made a bronze lion and into this put drugs beneficial to mankind; and Macar took it from Pholoe
to Lesbos and hid it, for in this way he was to safeguard(?) theisland. But according to Myrtilus(?) the lion had
been hidden hard by the border(?) of the Methymncans, and . . . in a Sibyllinc oracle that this lion was
Hephacstus’ work (and had?) writing for the guarding of the island, but Macar hid it, for once it had
(disappcared?) the Tonians . . . theisland . .

1 Though the damageis formidable, efc [7]7v e, [, Jv 7éMv might be worth trying; but Eip[a]v (cf. Alc. 69.
3-4 ip[av] éc mAw éAOny) is not commended, and Epecov excluded.

3-6 The estimate of letters lost is based on the assumption that none of the lines was in ecthesis, which
may not be true of 1. 4.

3 kai The or e Oéuboc. di]oc preceding? A cultic reference? Since the rest of the line is left blank, one
would imagine that this is the end of the note, but we seem to have @)éuec (unless 0]epecre-) again in the next
line. Cf. col. ii, where we have dpgerije both fore and aft of the ccthesis of 1. 17.

4-5 A Mytilencan prytancum existed alrcady in the time of Sappho (Sapph. 203, gg L-P = Alc. 303A
Voigt i 7). But what ‘Cadmean’ (fem. nom. pl. or dat. sing.) has to do with it, if that is rightly rcad, I do not
know. PPotentially relevant data: (1) according to Myrsilus of Mcthymna the Hyades were daughters of
Cadmus (FGrifist 477 T 15); (2) Phanias of Lresus wrote mpurdveic *Epeclwy, in the wake of Aristotle’s
Constitutions {which no doubt included Mytilene).

T@&v] would fit as the beginning of 5, but no article at 26, 31, ii 35, {r. 2. 6.

7-8 Both these lines appear to have been in ecthesis, though there is very little to go on, More probably,
should think, 1. 8 was in normal alignment, with ¢.g. a ¢ki-rho sign in the margin.

9 Kpiprec followed by a middle stop may be a possible reading, in which case cf. ii 4. Preceded perhaps by
¢ at the end of 8?

10-17 The lion-law. The starting-point for reconstruction is 14-17, xedeicOar §¢ A[é]Jovra «7A, whose
recovery is enabled by a similar notice given at the end of Diodorus’ scrappy and disjointed account of the early
history of Lesbos, 5. 82. 4: adréc 8" & Maxapeve év 14 Aécfew Pacihedwv {mpdrov uév} vépov éypathe moddd 7év xows
cupdepdvTav mepiéyovra, dvdpace 8 abrdv Aovra, amd Tic Tol {ov Suvdpewc kal dAxiic Béuevoc T mpocyyopiav.
Diodorus’ source for his account of Lesbos is undetermined (Bethe argued for Apollodorus for the whole island-
book, Hermes 24, (1889) 402-46); but in any case the lion-law notice is anisolated item appended at the end and
may not be integral to the rest of the account. (I am notsure that there is sufficient warrant for deleting mpdrov
pév: the extract may have been broken off.)

If T have rightly made out AecBiaxdv rather than some other Adecf- cognate at the beginning of 11,
aliterary work is indicated: AecBraxd, unless Adyor AecBracoi vel sim. Genitive, therefore accompaniced by book
number. Inl. 10, then, we look for identification of the author, followed by the book reference. The two main
candidates for author must be Hellanicus, FGrHist 4, and Myrsilus of Methymna, FF'GrHist 477. Each wrote
Lesbiaca in at least two books (Hellan. I 33-5, cf. I' 32, I 158-60; Myrs. I' 1, I'2 -3, of. T 5-17). Prima facie
likeliest is Myrsilus, because (i) he is apparently cited (as Mvpridoc) at 24 below, without further reference, and
(i1) his Leshiaca seems to have become the main source of Lesbian material for later antiquity, driving out
carlier authorities. I cannot quite exclude the possibility that Mupridoc was written somewhere in L. 10
(Mypc[idoc év a’ vel sim. at line-end would be possible, but not Mvpr([-}, but it was not written as the first word.
Hellanicus on the other hand yields an acceptable fit with the initial remains: “EMNdve[t]xo[c]. That cannot be
regarded as assured, but I find no other suitable reading. The same spelling at ii 16, if the name is to be
recognized there. Given that, what followed? Perhaps év 76 Sevrépe [rdw, or perhaps c. 5 év mpdd[rewi; 1 can
exclude ncither; on non-papyrological grounds I should prefer the latter (I assume, pace Jacoby, that mepl
Aloducddv in I 32 refers to the AecBiaxd, and that a discrete work entitled Aloduxd is not 1o be posited). 7pirawr
and rerdprwe arc both excluded by the trace after p, which well suits w. Of course, the numeral may not
have been written out in full. Immediately following xe[c] is a puzzling complex of strokes which could be
interpreted as e attended by several redundant strokes above and below; a supralinearly added § or 8 is
conceivable, but docs not fully account for the traces.

11 vopov efveyt a guess, not palacographically assured but suiting the traces. vduov clearin 15.

12-14 Atthebeginning of 12 fava[ 7], cf. 16, would be a forced reading butis perhaps not ruled out. With
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14 xadk- cf. 18-20 below, Hephaestus” bronze lion; was the law inscribed on a bronze stele? 12-15 perhaps
obl|7ov 8(¢), and in 14 preceding xaleicfar an infinitive in -t (-6at not excluded, nor efvac, nor perhaps -gvac,
but -évou suggested); that may give the structure, but I cannot recover the whole. I find no mention of Macar,
unless Mdxapa is to be read after 13 rov 8[¢].

14-17 See on 10-17 above.

16-17 ‘Deathwas the penalty’: hereitis evidently the law’s ruthlessness thatis adduced as motivating the
‘lion’ appellation. I supposc we arc to understand that all offences were capital, Macar having no truck with
any lesser penaltics; this makes him a super-Draco (Plu. »it. Sol. 17, with similar phrasing).

17 18 Hdraipe § 6 Taw émdw | [ ¢. 7 | dnew wrd. Adxaioc in little doubt, 1 think. Cf. fr. 2. 12, and the
quotation at [r. 1 ii 31 -3 below. But an Alcacus designated 6 7éw émdiv | - | (8¢ cannot be read for §° 6) should be
somconc other than the lyric poet. Not that there would be difficulty about attributing this Lesbian saga to the
famous Alcaeus; it could be a narrative from a hymn (though the story apparently recounted in the postulated
hymn to Hephaestus has no cvident connection with the story in the papyrus) or even from a ‘stasiotic’ poem
incorporating early Lesbian ‘history” (cf. the Ajax and Cassandra narrative in Alc. 298 Voigt). Itis § rav émdv
[ -] that stands in the way of what would otherwise be an unquestioned attribution. If this does indicate some
other Alcaeus, as I think it must, only recovery of the word lost at the beginning of 18— presumably a participle
or noun to govern 76 ér@v—would reveal whether he wrote hexameter verse (€rm) or prose. The best guess
may be simply [romric]; that would suit the space. Why not éromoide, and why the article with émdv? Cf.
Pausanias’ references to Asius 6 7a émm moujeac (2. 29. 4) and Anyte Ty movjcacar va &my (10. 38. 13), or IG XI1
2. 519. 4-5 NN 76v 7&v peddv mougrijy. I can make no plausible identification with any known Alcaeus. A
recondite source, recounting Lesbian saga: like Hellanicus and Myrsilus, he may be Lesbian himself; not that it
is a particularly Lesbian name (and I certainly see no reason to revive belief in the epigrammatist ‘Alcacus of
Mytilene’ as distinct from A. of Messene, cf. Gow-Page, Hell. Epigr. ii 7). An cpic poet quoted in such a context
as this stands to be early. Qur author’s knowledge of him may depend upon Myrsilus. Cf. the case of Chersias of
Orchomenus (Paus. 9. 38. 9f,, cf. 29. 1; Kinkel, EGF, pp. 207, 208; discussed by Wilamowitz, Hom. Unters.
338L).

It is not quite clear how much of the subsequent narrative is attributed to Alcacus; down to 24, if
Moupri|[doc k7X is rightly restored and interpreted there.

18-19 Aélovra. On first reading I assumed AéByra, but By is not so good a reading as ov, and Movra is
confirmed by the further apparent occurrences of ‘lion” above and below (15, 25, 28; none of them individually
assured, however).

This bronze lion is new. Hephaestus makes an obviously appropriate manufacturer of such a product; his
putting into it drugs beneficial to mankind is a less characteristic action: an assimilation to attributes of
Prometheus? A further or alternative detail (ypdupara) at 29 below. Cf. Medea’s making an efdwlov of Artemis
and scereting ¢dppaxa init, DS 4. 51. 1 (Dionys. Scyt. fr. 36 Rusten). Is a lion stuffed with beneficial drugs the
mythological counterpart of a lion-law 7oAAd 76w kows copdepdvrawv mepiéxovra (DS loc. cit. on 10-17 above)?
Afurther point in common between this lion of Hephaestus and the lion-law is ‘bronze’, 14 above. I take it they
are both hypostases of ‘Macar’s lion’; the lion-law a rationalization of the myth?

A lion-head is frequently portrayed on early Lesbian coins, esp. from Mytilene (Fr. Bodenstedt, Die
Elektronmiinzen von Phokaia und Mytilene, passim, esp. p. 60 with pls. 12 {T.; Head, Hist. Num.? 558¢, 561). Is the
myth responsible for the coins, or the coins for the myth? (Numismatic authorities account for the lion-coins
without reference to the lion-law, cf. e.g. Bodenstedt, ‘Das Lowenbild’, Istanbuler Mitt. 278, 1977-8.) Note esp.
Arist. fr. 593 Rosc, linking the axe-law and the axe-coins of Tenedos, cf. fr. 568 Rose. The Lesbian lion is not
otherwise heard of except for anisolated testimony that it wasslain by Heracles, Schol. Theoc. 13. 6 (conncected
with Dionysus at Bresa by Wilamowitz, Eurip. Her.2, 44 n. 73).

The local importance of the Lion is not matched by that of Hephaestus. Apart from the postulated hymn
to Hephaestus by Alcaeus, which seems to have used non-local myth (H. Eisenberger, Der Mythos in der iolischen
Lyrik, Diss. Frankfurt am Main 1956, 27-33, Page S&4 258-61), 1 find nothing of greater import than
Hephaistios as a Lesbian month-name. See M. Delcourt, Hephaistos 188, H.-G. Buchholz, Methymna 212f.
Evidently the lion came first, bringing Hephaestus in train.

21 fl. How thelion—or Macar, for that matter, unless he simply went for the lion—came to bein Pholoc is
not explained. Pholoe is Centaur-land, and has no other claim to fame, nor any association that I know of with
Hephaestus. We hear of Macar on the Greek mainland only prior to his scttlement of Lesbos: he set out from
Achaean Olenus (DS 5. 81. 4, see further on 301l below); and it is a short step from Pholoe to Olenus, whether
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col. ii
Ry
[1 o[ o[
v (1 Awy[ Awy[

% «[]nrec. [ Klplfgrac [
5 ] aa. . [ aa, al
[1 xed. [ ko, [
[ (one line missing)

[ Jov, [ ov, [
Jved] vl

10 Jeral craf
16mp. [ Onps[

1.[  ]8ewcBovAnie] Oéwc BovAi ¢f
ratwpneTmd, [ kal dpnecrie 8, [
ratrovo whe [ kat Tov Cpwléq [

15 ema, edet[], woro. | [ én’ aredel[a]i morg, | |
£ e, [Ir.. Aaveue, . [, 7. ..
x po[..].o.[.] e v anap [ Mup[r{]do. [, ]. € émi Maxapo[c
1 Jomerr.o. on. [ dluneriy o, opa[
[ JAevcaiBvewoavin| Aetcar Joew & dv An[
20 [ JrovexTwvmode[ ., . ]..[ Tov éx Tév mode[, . ]. . [

To judge from col. i, which has column top, 2 §[ will have been the third line of the column. The letters of
lines 2-6, except for « in ecthesis in 4, are on an isolated scrap, its location guaranteed by the match of the
fibres, scparated from the body of the fragment to the left by an apparent worm-path; whether any letteris lost
between « and 9 in 4 is doubtful, but there may be room for a narrow letter such as p 4 ¢, [, upper stroke
of ¢ prolonged (i.c. word-final), a new letter-top horizontal apparently commenced 5pore? ],
top stroke of ¥ or ¢, loop suggesting a 6 [, medial trace 11 [, lowish foot of apparent
upright 12 7 in correction 13 [, medial speck 14 o after 7 diminutive but undoubted
o large, 0 not excluded 4, a ligatured scquence, partly lost in hole at left, perhaps we [, a or
o 15 Halfway between o and ¢, suggestion of upright ], clubbed upright |, | [, two traces on the
linc 16 ., [, perhaps «, then letter-top traces  After 1, o suggested, then upright bent to right at top
17 After v, suggestion of circlet  Before g, anomalous traces, hardly 8 Before s, perhaps slightly anomalous
lower parts of = Between ¢ and ¢, one or two letters, p acceptable  After p, rather high loop,
o 18 At beginning, vertically beneath 17 g, a speck, but no clear indication that this line was in
ccthesis ], defectivep?  Between y and g, speck at left and suggestion of horizontal joining top of o, both
traces possibly to be associated with v, in which case no letter intervenes |, speck at upper left, upright at
right [, letter-top trace, hardly ¢ or o, pcrhaps a 20 ]..[, speck on the line, loop on the line

o

N
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Tovcovver, 7., .. [..].ex. | rovcovver,q, ... [.. ], ex. [
levraca, [ Jew.. .. o[, . Jxado. [ @0évraca [..Jew. ... .4[..]xadoy
exTov, acthco, evol], .ov, wr | éx Tob Bacidiko? yévoye ov T
¥ Swovvcwbucaro, [ Awovicw: Biicar Toy dpne-
25 Ve, T, epwicy mt. , €[ i énl i lepw{i}cdvne Tob fe-
q oveyrevbevowvw, v [ 0b. évretlev odv duncrmy
. exAnclaidiovucoy|, ], emol [ xexdfclar didvucov. [o]i 6€ moA-
Aodia, | cpawadacatwp, [ Aol 8ia Tac pawddac, al dug Hi-
X acTrwaTw|, |Onpwrvracc, | acrdc T [v] Onplwy Ta elc x[ei-
30 pacavtawve[.]. .. [] [ pac avT@v éd[é]vra.
we, ovupardencwld v, o[ wc 8 *OvvparAénc wl v, oc
{ eowne,  vkarypiaichevywrt| éolincg Avkarypiaic pedywy 7[ov
[, . Jepov awoclp| ], kpecmodc, [ w[6A]euov. Advoc Op[d]iknecméic , [
awo o, epor [1,. .| Aivoy 709 Tepor. .. [
35 dety, awova,  exo, [ 8¢ myy Alvov Adwmexov[viciot,
1l..1. [Jovvro8’vrol, awce|, , Inel n[..]. odv7o 8 vmo Opaikdfv , Inel

21 After «, abraded traces on cdge of hole  After 5, which is represented by strokes that could be
otherwisc assigned, thick medial trace, followed after a break (the papyrus is warped out of position) by
apparent upright, indeterminate specks, and more considerable remains, perhaps ligature and left side of e or
0 22 After ¢q, perhaps ¢ followed by sloping upright on edge of hole  After v, variously assignable
traces on mostly stripped surface, letter-count uncertain, fourth perhapsa [, upright followed by medial
trace, v anomalous but acceptable?, probably line-end 23 ., foot of possible upright, hole, speck on the
line and horizontal joining top of € (y, ¢, 7?)  ].., perhaps ¢ with speck of previous letter at upper left,
uncertain whether further loss before ¢ 24 ¢ of presumed ficar looks more likey  After 7o, damaged
remains consistent with vaunc 25 After ¢, traces at lower left, damage, square corner at upper right,
perhaps ligature-stroke and top of ¢ After 7, w corr. ton?  After i, 7o perhaps suggested, then scattered
traces 26 .., lower parts of letters, puncr suitable 28 8ac, top stroke of ¢ prolonged  Before
final ¢, perhaps a8, ligatured 29 . [, beginning of letter-top stroke 30 ], ..[, traces on twisted and
loose fibres, vra acceptable 31 § narrow, unwanted ink in lower half  Before v, stroke emerging from
hole to join at upper left, angle suiting a rather thane  Between v and o, damage, upper traces admitting a, ¢,
¢ 32 Between c and v surface mostly destroyed; putative A has unwanted ink at base, but anomalousasa
ord 33 . [, top of thick apparent upright 34 Between g and 7, hole and upper rightof e, »? |,
foot of apparcnt upright, followed by 7 or (better?) y with horizontal joining at upper left — After «, loop
suggesting a  After lacuna, medial speck, then perhaps o, then variously decipherable traces: possible
upright bent to right at foot, then perhaps w, followed by top of thick tall upright ligatured at
left 36 [..}Lor[.] 1.[, top of upright
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one goes directly over Mt. Erymanthus and down the Pirus or west through Llis (on the location of Mt. Pholoe
sce Frazer on Paus. 8. 24. 4, Philippson-Kirsten, Die gr. Landschaflen 3. 332f., 336£). (POlenus-Pholoc
connection: Dexamenus k. of Olenus sometimes represented as a centaur.) I should guess Macar had the lion
with him when he first went to Lesbos, i.e. that this is part of the foundation-myth.

There are points of comparability with the story of Pandarcos’ filching of Zeus’ golden dog (which
according to Schol. 0d. 19. 518 was ‘Hgacréreunrov), but there the concealment is motivated by the theft,
whereas here there is no suggestion that the lion was stolen. (According to Rhodian tradition Macar was a
Heliad, and according to AR 3. 233-5 Hephaestus owed a debt of gratitude to Helius; but obviously we cannot
press this.) Other island concealments are those of the sickle on Drepane-Scheria-Corcyra (Schol. AR 4.
982-92¢ Wendel) and Zancle (Call. fr. 43. 69f. Pf.), the latter a foundation-legend; but these are name-aitia.

23-4 If the restoration is on the right lines, options for the infinitive are limited. The letter before ecfacis
probably ¢ or v ({ less good, and ccb]Lecfac too long). Ifyp, a future, but what? Ifv, A]decfac or (better?) gldecfo?
Cf. 301l
24 pvpre: Myrtilus is as good as certain. But which? (1) The tyrant Myrsilus, best known from Alcacus,
may be excluded: he has no possible place in a story about Macar and the lion. (2) Not to be dismissed out of
hand is the Myrtilus of the Ocnomaus and Pelops story: according to a rather obscure tradition Oenomaus was
king of Lesbos (Schol. E. Or. ggo, cf. Schol. mythogr. in IL. 1. 38 [FGrHist 115 F 350] +P. Hamb. I11 199 i
1-26, citing Myrtilus [of Methymna] as source). But far more compelling, if ¢yl[c: is right at 25-6, is (3)
Mysrsilus of Methymna: not a character in the story but another source. See on 10-17 above, and cf. ii 17. The
non-Aeolic spelling, Mvpr- not Mvpc-, is normal (Jacoby, FGrHist 477, comm. n. 1).

26f. How to restore? mpéc roic Mnfvpvalwv seems reasonably assured (I have tried |, pocrocc as a dat. of
agent with cexpidfar, without success). 8’ in the next line prcsumably indicates a new clause. we, |[ could be the
beginning of 2 word in agrecment with roic, but the space constraints are severe; ¢.g. mepil [ﬂm\mc is quite out of
the question. We could punctuate after Myfupraiwy: then what does mpdc roic Myfupvaiew mean? Hardly ‘in
addition to Meth. interests’, conceivably ‘on the Meth. border’ (ra Mpfupvaiwy ‘Meth. territory’). And me-? A
possibility may be mepy) [efva],t, in parallel with xexpidfar, ‘and it was extant (mepieivas representing repuijy, note
efp) in a Sibylline oracle . . .. Far from compelling, but I can suggest nothing better that satisfics the data.

(Mr J. R. M. Fettes, the Press reader, suggests for mpéc roic Mnf. the meaning ‘along with the (other)
things (i.e. civic treasures) of the Methymneans’. For the continuation mepy|[yvéx8]n or mepi|[nréxfaly, also
suggestions due to Mr Fettes, seems too long, and meddvfa. is excluded.)

‘Methymneans’. According to Diodorus’ account (5. 81. 7) Methymna and Mytilene took their respective
names from two of Macar’s daughters; that is barely compatible with ‘Methymneans’ here, unless Myrtilus is
talking of a later period. Methymna already at loggerheads with Mytilene? If the source is Myrtilus this will be
the Mclhymncan version.

28 odroc| 6 Aéwnr?

29 &you §]¢? The letter before ypdupara is certainly not ¢, therefore not xai éyo]e or €xov émiypdupara.
ypayp,a'ra, itself in little doubt, comports strangely with the description given a1 1g-21 above: ¢dppara and
ypdupara both?—they must be variants. A lion with ypdppara comes closer to the concept of the lion as a law.
But why should Macar have hidden it? See 301l

3ofl. al[ c.6] yap apTob yevopévou gen. absol.? d[pavoic]?

Before ry vijcov, adriy (not radrn) may be a possible reading, but -rew I think is better: an infinitive. The
remains are substantial enough to allow gucsse% to be tested, but I can come up with nothing that the traces
readily accommodate. (The letter before 7 is not €, 9, &, v, m, 0r 75 a, ¢, 0, p, ¢, v, @ not ruled out but none seems
eminently satisfactory.) E.g. AafBeiv dv d8]yvareiv is an unverifiable possibility.

Macar and lonians. (1) Chronology. Macar was already installed on Lesbos by the time of the Trojan
War: Il. 24. 544 Sccov AécBoc dvw, Méxapoc €oc (paxdpwy IT' and a few later witnesses, méAec for &oc Strabo),
i.e. he precedes the Aeolian migration under the descendants of Orestes, in the case of Lesbos the Penthelids
(Page, S&@A 149 n. 1 gives refs., cf. Bérard, Rev. Arch. 1959, 1-28), and precedes likewise the Tonian migration
under the sons of Codrus.

(2) Ethnicity. (2) Macar. Macar’s Acolian status is attested by HH Ap. 37, AécBoc 7 dyyalén, Mdrapoc édoc
AloXwvoc. In conformity with this, Macar is son of Acolus (Paus. 10. 38. 4, which Acolus not stated). But
another early tradition has him (or Macareus) son of Crinacus son of Zeus (DS 5. 81. 4 = Hes. fr. 184 MW, dc
¢cw ‘HeloSoc rai dAAow Twéc 7év mouréw, cf. Schol. AT IL. 24. 544¢ Erbse, DH 1. 18. 1). And in Rhodian saga
he is one of the seven Heliads, and fled from Rhodes to Lesbos after the murder of his brother Tenages (DS 5.
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56-7, cf. Schol. Pi. Ol. 7. 132 = FGrHist 4 [Hellanicus} Fr37,! Schol. bT Il 24. 544¢ Erbse). Non-Rhodian
tradition has it that he came to Lesbos from Olenus in Achaea, one of the old twelve Achaean—i.e. Ionian—
cities (Hdt. 1. 145, Paus. 7. 6. 1, Plb. 2. 41. 7): kartowcdv 8 &’ QAéve tiic T67e pév [dSoc viv 8 Axalac kadovpévc,
DS 5. 81. 4. In this connection perhaps note too the strange «ai Twvoc (1oi "Twvoc Bethe, del. plurimi) after
Maxapéwe, ibid. 82. 3. The settlers he led, as with the later migrations (cf. esp. Schol. Lyc. 1374 on the Aeolian
to Lesbos, quoted by Jacoby on FGrHist 4 F32 and presumably from Hellanicus), were ethnically mixed: efye 8¢
Aaodc Hfporcpévouc, Todc pév Twvac Tovc & &€ dAwv vdw mavrodamav cuveppvnko’fac (hidden ctymology of
‘Aeolian’).

() Other settlers. (i) Pelasgian: antediluvian, irrelevant. (i) Lesbos s. of Lapithes s. of Aeolus s. of
Hippotes, DS 5. 81. 6, cf. Steph. Byz. Afpovia: an eponymous settlement, harmonized with Macar’s (L.
married M.’s daughter Methymna; differently Schol. bT Il 24. 544¢ Erbse). (iii) Orestes and Penthelids, the
‘Aeolian’ migration (sce (1) above).

This leaves the ethnic status of Macar somewhat equivocal, and invites caution in trying to fix the
reference of ‘the Ionians’ here, beyond assuming contradistinction with Acolians. Still, there is no hint
anywhere of ethnic conflict within the island—Lesbos was Aeolian el ric Ay, however one might account for
it—and the obvious guess is probably right: Macar’s lion protects the island from the external threat of the
Ionians; so long as the lion is kept hidden (sc. safe, not sc. inoperative!), the island’s Aeolian existence is
guaranteed (and Lesbos will not suffer the fate of Smyrna: Hdt. 1. 150, cf. Aristid. 15. 373; or Chalcis, Plu. Qu.
Gr. 22). For this talismanic function of the lion cf. esp. Meles’ protection of Sardis, Hdt. 1. 84. 3, that too
accompanied by a non-Delphic oracle. Against such an interpretation may be accounted the fact that one
would not expect to hear of an oracle of such import unless the island did become Ionian; and the special
relevance of Methymna, if any, remains unclear (unless Macar by unwittingly concealing the lion in the
territory of Methymna thereby ensured that city’s protection instead of his own; but that means associating
Macar specifically with Mytilene, for which there is no outside justification, and it is apparently ‘the island’
(32) as a whole that is in question).2 However this may be, I take it that the lion is a talisman, and that the
$dpuaxa arc a rationalization (cf. Polyaen. 8. 43, as clucidated by Burkert, Structure and History, 59-62),%
likewisc the ypdppara, and the law.

col. ii. 4 K[pl4rac 7[. If introducing the Cretan account of something, Kpfirec would be expected, and
that is perhaps not ruled out. But the construction may be Epfrac NN é¢yee vel sim. Unless a new entry
commenced at 7, the authority in question may be Hellanicus, 15-16.

5 dwovd]aa, Bv]clac, etc. ete.

6 Perhaps xade[icBau vel sim., if this is another aition.

11 Onppef. Cf. 29?

12 e.g. ed]0éwc, &]0éwc possible, but with BovAi immediately following and rév (pwléq probably to be
recognized in 14 it is hard to resist 706 Cuw]léwc.

13 dunecrie. Aitia of Dionysus *Quycric at 17-27, 27-30 below, where see further. Zévwwuccov dpsjerar at
Alc. 129. 9 (XVIII 2165 fr. 1 i g); and Alc. 129 directly precedes Alc. 130, the source of the lemma at g1-3
below. But whether what we have in the papyrus refers in any direct way to that is open to doubt; and I 'see no
likely place for a lemma.

Ayovicw: not excluded.

14 7ov CuwBéq. The reading is not immediately suggested by the remains, but rovopw (rév "Opu?) fed[v is
unrewarding, and cp is acceptable if what appears to be the lower right of o (or §) is rather the left hasta of . If
Cuwb-, the word must be Cuivféa.

1 Hellanicus cited only for the form of the name “Pédy, not *Pé8oc, not for Macar’s parentage.

2 Sardis and Lesbos have something else in common. The story of Cyrus’ capture of Sardis as told in
Parth. 22 (from Licymnius of Chios and Hermesianax) is an cxact structural replica of the story of Achilles’
capture of Methymna as told in Parth. 21 (from 6 v AécBov xricww movjcac—AR fr. 12 Powell). 1 will not
speculate, but it may also be noted that Achilles had no difficulty in taking any of the island’s cities except
Methymna.

3 According to Myrsilus’ unorthodox account (F 1) the Lemnian women’s Sucocpuia was caused not by
Aphrodite but by ¢dppara thrown on to the island by Medea. This is attested for his AecBiard, bk. 1: apropos of
what?
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Possible contextual leads:

(1) Smintheus and Cretans. cpivboc Cretan for ‘mouse’, utilized in a ‘Cretan’ fou,
serving as aition for CuavBetc/Cuivbioc as epiclesis of Apollo: Schol. A 71, 1. 39, Str. 13. 1. 48, ¢
(rrapa Kpycd), Schol. Clem. Protr. 2, 39. 7 ([(:m;ra')y s’yxwpt/wll), Polemo (FHG it 124) ap. Sev
(Mysian), Ael. V4 12. 5 (Aeolian and Trojan). ‘

(2) Smintheus and Leshos. (@) Cult
esp. Str. 13. 1. 48, with Leaf, Strabo on the
commonly taken to attest the cult’s existe

of Apollo Smintheus: very well known i

1 this pary o
Z70ad 241-5), if not actually attested for Leshos. (
nce at Methymna—so most recently H.-G. Buchy
204—Is to be associated with the Smintheion on the m ‘

ainland just opposite: /¢ xii Suppl. p. |
519 = CIG ii add. 2190b.) A Mytilenean prytanis by name of Sminthinas: Dittenberger, 0G7¢ N
(4) The Methymnean story of Enalus: FGrifist 477 (Myrsilus) F 14 ( together with PJy. A;
FGCrHdst 140 (Anticleides) I 4. This is a story of the Penthelid colonization, and features 4
Smintheus. For attempted connection between (@) and (4) see Timpel in RE s.v. Enalos.
(3} Smintheus and Omestes/Dion

ysus. A remarkable juxtaposition, (a) In the
to Polemo (see (1) above) Apollo ended the Pplague of mice by shooting them; but in ¢

Apollon. Soph. s.v. Cuwlei (143. 9), in reference to the origin of the Sminth (e)ia fes
wal Aidvucoc Siépbespav rode piac., Suspect, and it may be frivolous to mention (4) P}
7. 7dv év “Pédw Quuivbiewr of Antheas of Lindos who mdvra rov Blov €Scovucialev, /i
Iscelittle help in any of the above, unless we care to build on the
Smintheus is the name of 2 man. Cuw|Oéwe(?) PovAicat 12 does not p
following aition (17-27) may be comparable, and én’ dredeffa]; here
708 feod there (25f). But Sminth

Smintheys aits,
he version brice,
tival ay Rhodey
hilomnestyg’
Crifist 527 F 4,

possibility raised by the Enaiyy

oint in that direction, hyy Om (‘SI(
(15) curiously matches € '

t('I;

.. S . 75 fo
eus and dyuyerije in mutual vicinity remain somewhat startling e

16 It is tempting to recognize Hellanicus here as at i 10 (and with the same spelling), LA Aeg
[o¥]rwc would suit the remains. 8

17 Mup[riJdo, (unless Mup[c-). It is not certain th

at the name is to be reco
for identification are presented as at i 2

gnized. Ifitis, the
4~5. (1) Myrsilus

the tyrant: perhaps a lemma,
coincidence with Ale. 129, 28 Mopcedfo, given that Alc, 129 and Alc. 130, the latter

- peed] 4 ; the source of (¢ lemm,
31-3 below, are in direct succession in 2165, and that Dionysus Omestes is men

1 tioned at Ale, 129. 9. 13,
cannot take this further. (2) Myrsilus of the Pelop. N :

s-Ocnomaus story. This would hardly be wor, ente
were it not for the fact that Olvopaf would make a good reading in the next line,

(3) Myrsilus ofMethy

(I believe) at i 24~5. In context, (3) seems likeliest.
Mupridoc 8¢ is the expected opening, but the space is on the generous side and § js hardly to pe reconeije

with the remains; perhaps a correction (but 8’ to d¢ is not suggested). Mdxapo[cis by no means assureq], )1(1 ¢

of scems better than af or ef and «f is excluded; w[ might be read but &7/ paxdpwy seems unlikely; “ip Mac’-;, r,:

time?’ ’

What follows is an aition of Dion ysus’ epiclesis ‘Omestes’ ( ‘mw—catcr’), as 26£. expressl

that dugycrijv is correctly recovered there, but the reading is in little effective douby ). It is

ame cfy
perhaps ine
1

Ttaing
mnga,

Y states (provig, ed

' unorthodoy (27 &
[0]i 8é woAdod), presumably local, and there is no trace of it clsewhere. (Attestations of Dionysus Bupersic: Ale
loc. cit.; Plu. Them. 13. 3 (Phanias fr. 25 Wehrliz), Arist, 9-2, Lelop. 21. 3, cf Ant. 24. 5, Mor. |

- 462 ; AP
Corp. Paroem. Gr. §i p. 735; cf. EM (= Et, Gen, ), Hesych. s.v. Cf. Henrichs, fintr. Hards Xxvif
has to do with a sacrifice (19, 24), to Dionysus (24). But unless I have misconfcivcd the matter, j¢ i not
Dionysus himself who is duyerije. vy @upslriv cannot be verified at 24-5, but suits the remains well, If i i

right, we have a sacrifice to Dionysus cither gf or 4y S dunerijfc; which was performed éyf 775, lepacimy 1o feos,

X524 95,
221-3.) The aition

whatever that may mean,

At 18-20 something on the pattern of re]/debcar Oew & Ap[B05e mpcs][rov éx riow mode[uiw |y suggests
itself; though the supplied clements might be different, .8 (cup)fov]|dedcar or even fac, JAedcar, médefw o
mode[ira Jp. Cf. the Tyrrhenians’ ex-voto sacrifice of the brave

st of their Liparacan enemies in the story of Call.
Aet. fr. 93, in combination with Myrsilus’ account of the Tyrrhenians’ tithe-sacrifice (FCrHist 477 F 8), whic,

turns on the neglect of its human component. Here § not dv- they did not anticipate its being human. 22 ko),
therefore kdAAwc]|rov 19-20? (For these last two motifs together of. E. 77 20f) éxc 106 Bacthikog yévoye ov: that
the victim be of royal blood is ritualistically normal (cf. e.g. the three Persians sacrificed to Dionysus Omestes
at Salamis according to Phan. Hist. fr. 25 Wehtli% they were also xdMucroc ); but the reading is not assu red; I
cannot exclude yev[dJuepop.

J duyerijc of itself could designate an animal—a lion—but I should imagine the victin is human. This
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would accord with traditions of human sacrifice to Dionysus in this part of the world (Farnell, Culls 5. 156,
164£, 167, F. Schwenn, Menschenogfer 71-5, Henrichs loc. cit.; attested specifically for Lesbos by Dosiades ap.
Clem. AL Protr. 5. 42. 5, FGrilist 458 F 7). 70y *Quyerijv at 24-5 must I think apply neither to god nor to animal
but o a man by the name of Omestes. This hypothesis also has the advantage of accounting for what would
otherwise be most anomalous, the apparent absence of any raw flesh-cating in the tale here told. The most

7
closcly comparable hominification may be that of Smintheus in the Enalus story (sce on 14 above), that too
purveyed by Myrsilus; but there no connection is made between the man and Apollo. Cf. also M yrsilus’ name-
explanations of the Ozolian Locrians (F 6, etymological), of the Muses (T 7, etymological and cuhemeristic;
connceted with Macar), of Ino Leucothea (F 10, etymological), and of the Hyades (I 15: 67¢ 7ov Adiévvcov

dvelpépavro---sc. diov. Yyw?).

Whether Omestes is the performer or the victim of the sacrifice depends upon the construction of 24-5.
Anthropological considerations might suggest the lateer, but they arc of dubious relevance here, and if év (or
Jv) is right in 23, 70y *Quperiv must be the subject. In 25 émf i lepw{i}egvne scems a good if not inevitable
reading; I cannot make a phrase of the type émi rén fapd, though émi 7de lepcde scems to have been first
written. Is the meaning that Omestes carried out the sacrifice in order to acquire the priesthood (L8] ém{ B I11

2, cf. 3, 47)? CFf. ér’ drededfa)s in 15 above; the priesthood would be a similarly desirable thing to have. 1 have

also considered v émé 1. & (~ v épecav), abandoning dunclriy, but find no salva tion there.
Much else is still left obscure, and the sense of the whole is elusive.
What followed & Juyerijy in 18 is problematic. Ofvopal-, as mentioned above, would fit well, but is it apt?
Other possibilities: (i) 76 gyouq or just Gvoug (or verb): either reading rather forced (hardly room for 7;

seemingly a narrow letter intervening between o and p); (i) 7op poyo[v: very forced. (iii} pdfvrw; preceded by
what stood in 21-2. In 21 robc (ad]lrodc?) obv ellydral(c) would be

what? (p/’<w>y()’[u/t[v7'w?)

There is no hope of rcading
acceptable, and I cannot exclude o6 vedeyy (nor elpifyyy). 21-2 not necessarily Ay iddévra(c). Apparently not
The lepdv of Dionysus at Bresa was reputedly founded by Macar (Androtion ap. LM s.v. fpecaioc, cf. G xii

gaidiov before xaddy in 22
s no clear relevance in that, nor in Aclian’s action-packed story of a Mytilencan pricst of

acarcus (VI 13. 2). Similarly doubtful, despite the existence of the precinct of the three
is the possibility of a connection between the sacrifice of the fairest recounted

p}()x;ysus called M
wvinities (Alc. 129, Sapph. 17),

divii e ;
pere (if xkdMc]ror at 19-20) and the Lesbian xadlicrefa attested at Schol. 2. g. 129, which is plausibly
27-30 “The vulgate version is that it is because of the macnads, who tear apart raw such wild beasts as

2. 478) but there i
beauty festivaljcontest of Ale. 130b 16-20 Voigt = 130. 31-5 L-P (for further refs.

idet

gtified with the female
soe Page $&d 168 n. 4, supplemented by Erbse ad loc.).

come into their hands.”
This explanation of the cpiclesis is a bit elliptical (unless it implics dgeyemije, but that is unheard of), but
there is warrant for Swacrréer (xcal éflover). Schol. Ar. Ra. 360, on ravpopdyoc, Siécmwr foic xal
with which cf. Hesych. in duyersje (w 189 Schmidt) & dpd spéa écliwr. The ctymological ‘raw-
in the word’s use, as applied to Dionysus and otherwisc.

am pot sure
presumably dug Juacrdes rather than dudbia cmdée (could such a rearticulation be the adjective’s
), and v Oypicwr partitive, though the phrasing doces not seem quite normal; I sce no superior

7765;01/ aj/‘a‘ K/J'F/a’ .
cater’ is regularly operative
0. 24-6 L-P): 2165 fr. 1ii 17-19. The new papyrus makes three textual

gencsis?,
alternauve o £46[dJvra.
31-3 Alc. 130b 9-11 Voigt (13
wh. v, oc. In 2165 Mr Lobel read |, . pioc (suggesting core for the first letter), and the accepted text
inspected 2165 under glass, and would read w0i, aroc. (w: at the top the ink has run a litde
but abrasion and stray ink
papyrus is broken, with

contributions.

(1

i évlad’ oloc I have

on a raised fibre; there is more ink above, I should imagine a grave aceent,

hereabouts make it impossible to be sure; before @ certainly not v. Between @ and g the

slight traces of ink at cither side. g: the papyrus is damaged but most of the letter is extant; not o, Ishould say.)
ningful interpretation of the data that I can suggest is "20dvaoc ‘the Athenian’, written -awc in

right margin is very irregular throughout.)
2165. It is now evident that in 2165 the intention was dvxarypiae, Advkaydac
first hand), and that the Hesychian lexis A 1369 is

piaic

The only mea
2165. (Line 31 is unusually short, but the
(2) Aowasypiasc: Abwdliihs
being merely scribal error (corrected it scems by the
Avsasypiac, as the antistocharium Cod. Vat. gr. 23, where the oflered gloss is 6 Avidfpwroc (6 Avdfporoc
Hesych. cod.). Choice now seems limited to acceptance of the gloss or recognition of a cognate of alyuj,
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‘wolf-spcarman’? (I must admit that now that we no longer have é8ad’ ofoc as predicate I should be
happier if Advkawypioic were object of éolknca, but with the connection with aru- now severed ‘wolf-thickets’
becomes untenable.)

(3) pedywr rov: [ Jov 2165, where in fact ¢[ makes a good reading. (¢edywy coni. Dichl, RM g2
(1943) 11E; the repetition ‘nicht zuzutrauen’ Latte, MH 4 (1947) 141, understandably, but cf. Kamerbeek,
Mnemos. ser. § 13 (1947) 116.) 7év, resisted by Lobel and Page, is now unavoidable,

(While in this vicinity I may add that at 2165 fr. 1 ii 17 the reading appears to be ecyariaic: with
subscquently added high stop, not apostrophe.)

If Onomacles was a legendary Athenian figure (an Ur-Timon?) it is odd that we do not otherwise hear of
him in Athenian tradition. Was he an Athenian who had come to Lesbos or the Troad? Cf. on 33fT. Five
*OvopaxAijc entries in Kirchner, Prosopogr. Attica (v-ii Bc), of which one finds a place in J. K. Davies, Athen.
Propertied Families; the name also in Tabb. devotionum Atticae, no. 12. The supposed Onomacles of Sophocles is a
ghost, exorcized by Pfeiffer on Call. fr. 744.

331, Alvoc Op[d]ixnc méAic krA. What has this to do with the lemma? From the comment alone one would
guess that the lemma mentioned Aenus, and I have scrutinized wf, v, o¢ with that in mind, but it is certain that
nothing of the sort lurks there. I can only suppose that Onomacles and Aenus are connected in some way which
the comment proceeded to elucidate. But if the Athenians (given *20dvaoc in the lemma) had anything to do
with Aenus in this early period, it rcceives no mention in our sources. We hear onty of the clash over Sigcum (cf.
Alc. 428, 167), nothing of any other Athenian activity in the region. Alcacus and Aenus: fr. 45, "EBpe x7A, but
no link here with that.

Settlements of Aenus: esp. Ephorus FGrHist 70 T 39 (m. Opaxiwy mohcudrwy bk. 4, ap. Harpocr. Aiviouc),
.. Alvoc wédic, iy ENrec 1a mpdTa Adwmexovmijciol kargricav (0.6, -ncav), Serepov 8é éx Mirvhjune émnydyovro
kat Kbpunc émolrovc (whence ps.-Scymn. 6¢6), similarly Strabo 7. 61 with fr. 52; cf. also Hellanicus FGrHist 4 F
1g7bis (PSI XIV 1390 fr. Cii marg. inf., Schol. Euph. Hippomedon 3); Aristotle ap. Suppl. Hell. 454 (XXX 2567)
5; Apollod. FGrHist 244 T 184; Euph. Suppl. Hell. 416 with fr. 62 Powell, Call. fr. 697; Steph. Byz., Et. Mag.
Abvoc.

Inl. 34 Alvo¢ was my first reading, but Aivoy may be equally acceptable. The reference will be not to the
city but to its ecponymous hero. dné Aivov is the expected phrase, and d¢[mo, though hardly suggested, is not
excluded for the end of 33. Cf. Steph. Byz., Alvoc néAic Opdrne . . . of 8¢ dnd 10 Aivov Tod INovvéwe dderdod. In
the papyrus we have not brother Guneus but evidently a more normal form of identification, X’s son. The
father’s name is clsewhere attested only at Suppl. Hell. 416. 3 (Euph. Hippomedon 3, PSI XIV 1390 fr. Cii 30):
HéA}rvoc ¢c Aiv[o]u 7€ ,€p. ,1d8ao 7[. There the patronymic appears as [epw-7-tadao, with ov or wv written
above w (see Parsons and Lloyd-Jones ad loc., cf. Latte, Philol. go (1935) 131). Whatever the import of the
supralincation there, the cancellation of 7 is in accord with what we find here. I'epw: is reasonably secure (y
looks better than rin both papyri), beyond that the form of the name is still unclear. Perhaps Pepwed (cf. e.g.
Ipdc), with xerdhex[icav (or -gcav L. -icav) following and bringing the line to its end. Iepwiéwe di[icav less
suitable, for while wc is not excluded the letter after ¢ is hardly ; it could be o, to give I'epditov, but a is more
suggested. Iepwidc (I take it we is diphthongal rather than disyllabic; either form could yield Euphorion’s
TIepwiddnc) is not a known name, but perhaps not an impossible one. The relation between this tradition and
Stephanus’ notice (either he did not find the father’s name, or the notice is corrupt or defective) is unclear:
Guneus’ father was Ocytus (Apollod. epit. 3. 14, Hyg. fab. 93. 13 [Cycnus Ociti cod., cf. on 3702 20f. above]).
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fr. 2

Jgav[ ] [
JecB [ 1 [
xewoc [
Ivfe [
Jopo [
1. coAvdewr|
Jriexvvpe
1. fovémew
JxovraTad, v
10 ]

].c... wvay

o

[ B ae W B e W e W

JAkaioc

1oxed {
1. pockar, [
15 Jwpovea, [

1. o

1 ]., perhaps o 2 [, o, w? hardly a 6 1., specks suitable for %, perhaps not excluding
0 8 ]., possible upright ¢, € not excluded? 9 ., a acceptable 11 Jecrirwy a possible
decipherment 14 ].,specksuggestingv | [, top and foot of apparent upright 15 aligatured to
top of short upright, v? 16 ],, upright

fr. 2. 1 find no acceptable place for this fragment in the upper part of fr. 1 ii. It may come from the column
directly preceding fr. 1 i, but I cannot confirm it.

2 AJécBuo[t] scems probable.

6 Possibly Advdrrlne § Avdav | [Bacidedc, but I cannot rule out e.g. Kpoflcoc, and the reference might be
something quite different. Cf. XXIX 2506 frr. 98, 102, 135.

7 lexdv pe|[ydAnp?

g -kovra rdAav|[7-. PCf. Alc. 69.

12 A)Axaioc.

15 Blwpode possibly, but not 16 cnx-.
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Possible contextual leads:

(1) Smintheus and Cretans. cuivfoc Cretan for ‘mouse’, utilized in a ‘Cretan’ foundation-story and
serving as aition for Cuuwfeic/Cuivbioc as epiclesis of Apollo: Schol. A I, 1. 39, Str. 13. 1. 48, cf. Schol. Lyc. 1303
(mapa Kpnel), Schol. Clem. Protr. 2. 39. 7 (Kpnréw éyxwpiwv), Polemo (FHG iii 124) ap. Schol. AD Il. 1. 39
(Mysian), Ael. N 12. 5 (Aeolian and Trojan).

(2) Smintheus and Lesbos. (a) Cult of Apollo Smintheus: very well known in this part of the world (see
esp. Str. 13. 1. 48, with Leaf, Strabo on the Troad 241-5), if not actually attested for Lesbos. (The inscription
commonly taken to attest the cult’s existence at Methymna—so most recently H.-G. Buchholz, Methymna
204—1s to be associated with the Smintheion on the mainland just opposite: /G xii Suppl. p. 32 on IG xii 2.
519 = CIG ii add. 219ob.) A Mytilenean prytanis by name of Sminthinas: Dittenberger, OGIS 2. 36 (iv Bc).

(b) The Methymnean story of Enalus: FGrHist 477 (Myrsilus) F 14 (together with Plu. Mor. 163 a-p),
FGrHist 140 (Anticleides) T 4. This is a story of the Penthelid colonization, and features a daughter of
Smintheus. For attempted connection between (a) and (6) see Tiimpel in RE s.v. Enalos.

(3) Smintheus and Omestes/Dionysus. A remarkable juxtaposition. (@) In the Smintheus aition ascribed
to Polemo (see (1) above) Apollo ended the plague of mice by shooting them; but in the version briefly given by
Apollon. Soph. s.v. Cuwled (143. 9), in reference to the origin of the Sminth(e)ia festival at Rhodes, AnéXawv
el didvvcoc iépberpay Tovc pbac. Suspect, and it may be frivolous to mention (4) Philomnestus’ telling in his
. 1éw év ‘Pédw Cuwbiwy of Antheas of Lindos who wdvra v Blov é8iovucialev, FGrHist 527 T 2.

Iseelittle help in any of the above, unless we care to build on the possibility raised by the Enalus story that
Smintheus is the name of a man. Cuw]|0éwc(?) BovAs at 12 does not point in that direction, but Omestes in the
following aition (17-27) may be comparable, and én’ dre)ei[a]s here (15) curiously matches émd i feparcdvne
700 feod there (25f.). But Smintheus and dpneric in mutual vicinity remain somewhat startling.

16 It is tempting to recognize Hellanicus here as at 1 10 (and with the same spelling). ‘EX]|Adveicoc
[of]rwe would suit the remains.

17 Mup[+{]do. (unless Mvp[c-). It is not certain that the name is to be recognized. Ifit is, the same choices
for identification are presented as at i 24~5. (1) Myrsilus the tyrant: perhaps a lemma, perhaps indeed a
coincidence with Alc. 129. 28 Mipcid[o, given that Alc. 129 and Alc. 130, the latter the source of the lemma at
31-3 below, are in direct succession in 2165, and that Dionysus Omestes is mentioned at Alc. 129. 9. But I
cannot take this further. (2) Myrsilus of the Pelops-Oenomaus story. This would hardly be worth entertaining
were it not for the fact that Olvopa[ would make a good reading in the next line. (3) Myrsilus of Methymna, as
(I believe) at i 24-5. In context, (3) seems likeliest.

Mupridoc 8¢ is the expected opening, but the space is on the generous side and § is hardly to be reconciled
with the remains; perhaps a correction (but 8 to 8e is not suggested). éri Mdxapo[c is by no means assured, but
o[ scems better than af or e[ and «[ is excluded; w[ might be read but émi paxdpwv seems unlikely; ‘in Macar’s
time?’

What follows is an aition of Dionysus’ epiclesis ‘Omestes’ (‘raw-cater’), as 26f. expressly states (provided
that dugperiw is correctly recovered there, but the reading is in little effective doubt). It is unorthodox (27-8
[o]i 8¢ moAdod), presumably local, and there is no trace of it elsewhere. (Attestations of Dionysus duncric: Alc.
loc. cit.; Plu. Them. 13. 3 (Phaniasfr. 25 Wehrli?), Arist. . 2, Pelop. 21. 3, cf. Ant. 24. 5, Mor. 4628; AP ix 524. 25;
Corp. Paroem. Gr. ii p. 735; cf. EM (= Et. Gen.), Hesych. s.v. Cf. Henrichs, Entr. Hard! xxvii 221-3.) The aition
has to do with a sacrificc (19, 24), to Dionysus (24). But unless I have misconceived the matter, it is not
Dionysus himself who is dpncric. 7oy @unelmjv cannot be verified at 24-5, but suits the remains well, If it is
right, we have a sacrifice to Dionysus either of or by 6 dumerijc; which was performed ém} ¢ fepwsdvns 1o fcob,
whatever that may mean.

At 18-20 something on the pattern of xe]|Aedicar Gdew 8 dv An[Pp0%e mpid]|Tov éx T mode[puiw]v suggests
itself, though the supplied elements might be different, e.g. (cup)Bov]|Aedcar or even Baci]|Aebeat, wéde[wy or
node[1rd]v. Cf. the Tyrrhenians’ ex-voto sacrifice of the bravest of their Liparaean enemies in the story of Call.
Aet. fr. 93, in combination with Myrsilus’ account of the Tyrrhenians’ tithe-sacrifice (FGriist 477 T 8), which
turns on the neglect of its human component. Here 8 not 6v: they did not anticipate its being human. 22 xaAdv:
therefore kdAec]|rov 19-20? (For these last two motifs together cf. E. 1T 20f.) éx 700 Bactducod yévoye gv: that
the victim be of royal blood is ritualistically normal (cf. e.g. the three Persians sacrificed to Dionysus Omestes
at Salamis according to Phan. Hist. fr. 25 WehrliZ; they were also xdAicrod); but the reading is not assured; I
cannot exclude yev[d]uevor.

¢ dpneric of itself could designate an animal—a lion—but I should imagine the victim is human. This
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would accord with traditions of human sacrifice to Dionysus in this part of the world (Iarnell, Cults 5. 156,
164f., 167, T'. Schwenn, Menschenopfer 71-5, Henrichs loc. cit.; attested specifically for Lesbos by Dosiades ap.
Clem. Al. Protr. 3. 42. 5, FGrHist 458 F 7). 76y’ Quneriy at 24-5 must I think apply neither to god nor to animal
but to a man by the name of Omestes. This hypothesis also has the advantage of accounting for what would
otherwise be most anomalous, the apparent absence of any raw flesh-cating in the tale here told. The most
closcly comparable hominification may be that of Smintheus in the Enalus story (see on 14 above), that too
purveyed by Myrsilus; but there no connection is made betwceen the man and Apollo. Cf. also Myrsilus’ name-
explanations of the Ozolian Locrians (F 6, ctymological), of the Muses (F 7, ctymological and cuhemeristic;
connected with Macar), of Ino Leucothea (I 10, ctymological), and of the Hyades (F 15: 87t vév didvvcov
avelpépavro-—-sc. dwov. Yyu?).

Whether Omestes is the performer or the victim of the sacrifice depends upon the construction of 24-5.
Anthropological considcrations might suggest the latter, but they are of dubious relevance here, and if év (or
&) is right in 23, rév "Quyeriv must be the subject. In 25 éx} 7 fepw{i}cvne scems a good if not incvitable
reading; I cannot make a phrase of the type émi 7é¢ Bwpd, though émi 7éu fep@ scems to have been first
written. Is the meaning that Omestes carricd out the sacrifice in order to acquire the priesthood (LS éni B II1
2, cf. g, 4?)? Cf. & dredel[a]s in 15 above; the priesthood would be a similarly desirable thing to have. T have
also considered v ént 7. {. (~ v {épewar), abandoning dunclriv, but find no salvation there.

Much else is still left obscure, and the sense of the whole is elusive.

What followed & ]unery in 18 is problematic. Ojvopa[-, as mentioned above, would fit well, butisit apt?
Other possibilitics: (i) 76 ¢ropa or just Svopq (or verb): either reading rather forced (hardly room for 7;
seemingly a narrow letter intervening between o and v); (i) 7ov vépo[v: very forced. (iii) pé[vrw; preceded by
what? (ei{wyvdpalvr?)

There is no hope of rcading what stood in 21-2. In 21 7odc (ad]lrovc?) odv eldypére[(c) would be
acceptable, and 1 cannot exclude o8 velkny (nor elpfvny). 21-2 not necessarily Ayl¢0évra(c). Apparently not
waidlov before kaAdy in 22.

The fepdv of Dionysus at Bresa was reputedly founded by Macar (Androtion ap. EM s.v. Bpueaioc, f. 1G xii
2. 478) but there is no clear relevance in that, nor in Aelian’s action-packed story of a Mytilenean priest of
Dionysus called Macarcus (VH 13. 2). Similarly doubtful, despite the existence of the precinct of the three
divinities {Alc. 129, Sapph. 17), is the possibility of a connection between the sacrifice of the fairest recounted
here (if kdAAic]|Tov at 19-20) and the Lesbian xedhicreia attested at Schol. I 9. 129, which is plausibly
identificd with the female beauty festival/contest of Ale. 130b 16-20 Voigt = 130. 31-5 L- (for further refs.
sce Page S& A 168 n. 4, supplemented by Erbse ad loc.).

27-50 “The vulgate version is that it is because of the maenads, who tear apart raw such wild beasts as
come into their hands.’

This explanation of the epiclesis is a bit elliptical (unless it implies dyuncmic, but that is unheard of), but I
am not sure there is warrant for Swacrdc {xai eciover). Schol. Ar. Ra. 360, on Tavpoddyoc, Siécmwv Bodc kal
FicBiov dyud. kpéa, with which cf. Hesych. in dpneric (w 189 Schmidt) é dud xpéa éecbiwv. The etymological ‘raw-
cater’ is regularly operative in the word’s use, as applicd to Dionysus and otherwisc.

Presumably dpg Sracrda rather than dpddie crdce (could such a rearticulation be the adjective’s
genesis?), and rév Onplwv partitive, though the phrasing doces not scem quite normal; 1 sce no superior
alternative to éX0[d]vra.

31-3 Ale. 130b g-11 Voigt (130. 24-6 L-P): 2165 fr. 1 ii 17-19. The new papyrus makes three textual
contributions.

(1) wf,v.o¢c. In2165 Mr Lobel read | fa. owoc (suggesting core for the first letter), and the accepted text
is &v0a8’ ofoc. T have inspected 2165 under glass, and would read w0a, aroc. (w: at the top the ink hasrun alittle
on a raised fibre; there is more ink above, 1 should imagine a grave accent, but abrasion and stray ink
hereabouts make it impossible to be sure; before 0 certainly not v. Between @ and g the papyrus is broken, with
slight traces of ink at cither side. g: the papyrus is damaged but most of the letter is extant; not o, I should say.)
The only meaningful interpretation of the data that I can suggest is "20dvaoc ‘the Athenian’, written -atoc in
2165. (Linc g1 is unusually short, but the right margin is very irregular throughout.)

(2) Avxarypioc: Mrdifiaic 2165. Itis now evident that in 2165 the intention was vkarxpiacc, Avkatplate
being merely scribal crror (corrected it scems by the first hand), and that the Hesychian lexis A 1369 is
dukatypiac, as the antistocharium Cod. Vat. gr. 23, where the offered gloss is ¢ uwdfpwroc (6 Avkdfporoc
Hesych. cod.). Choice now seems limited to acceptance of the gloss or recognition of a cognate of aiypu,
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3712-19. EurirIDES

Presented under these numbers are such manuscripts of Euripides’ later plays—
those constituting vol. iii of the OCT —as have been identified in the Egypt Exploration
Society’s holdings and not previously published. I am indebted to Dr J. Diggle for
additions and corrections.

3712. Euriripes, Phoenissae 50-69
18 2B.66/F (5)¢ 5.5 X 17.5 cm Second century

Remains of a single column, written in a crude and heavy hand probably of the
second century, comparable with Schubart, P. Gr. Berol. 24 only without cursive forms.
It may be the hand of a schoolboy; in that case the text may not have continued beyond
the prologue. The same may be true of P. Ant. IT 74 (Phoen. 31-5). The papyrus, of poor
quality, is of double thickness; for such reinforcement at the beginning of a roll cf.
XLVIII 3369. An unusual feature is the occurrence of an oblique stroke at the ends of
lines; this is clearly visible in v. 56 (which apparently stops short) and v. 68, and it may
well be that every line was so terminated. (I owe the suggestion to Mr Parsons.) The
apparent misdivision of vv. 56-7 may have some connection with this. Perhaps the
object of the exercise was articulation of the text into its constituent verses, whether from
dictation or from a text written out as prose. There are one or two interlinear glosses,
written smaller but in all probability by the same writer. The back is blank.

The text overlaps XLVII 3321 and 3322. Verse 52 is present.

For the readings of the medieval manuscripts I have used the collations in D. J.
Mastronarde and J. M. Bremer, The Textual Tradition of Euripides’ Phoinissai, q.v. also for
testimonia (402 fI.) and a list of other Phoenissae papyri (17-19), to which this and the
following three numbers may now be added.



3712. EURIPIDES, PHOENISSAE 50-6y 127
(a) . . .

epoc m|aic o¢[durovc 50

(4)

koL ckpmrp emo]fAa Tnc[de . . .

ofev Tupavvoc 7]ncbd|e

yauer 8¢ Ty T |exove[av ovk ewdwe Taldag [
ovud 1 Texovca Tadt cuykolw |pevy
TieTw € mardac mawdi] Gvo pev appevac 55

eTeoxea kAewny €] Todvvewkov /|

KOpPaC TE Stcca]c Ty pev a'c,y,nv% [v warnp
wrvopace Ty 8¢ mpoclev avriyorny eyw [
uabwv 8¢ Tapa Aexpal pnrTpwev yauwv
o mavt avarlac otbumo|ue Talnuara 6o

] povov |
] xopac [
crea]leTar |

apv|ppwy T[uxy
codic|parw|v 65
T]nec vy [ne

1. [
T0]0e /

redecdlop[o]uc

50 Thereis no telling whether the first word of the line in 3712 was podcac with 3322 and Schol., or afveyy”
with codd. (I take it that afypa started life as a gloss on podicac, cf. Schol. ad loc., and that it will have already
intruded itself into some copies of the text by the 2nd c.)

51-2 Both 51 and 52 arc present, as in 3321; 3322 is without 52. (The absence in 3322, unless simple
accident by homocomeson, may be viewed either in terms of a less interpolated text or in terms of an excision
designed to climinate &rafa; but excision, as distinet from athetesis, is a phenomenon which could scarcely be
more weakly attested.) It is clear from the relative positions of the remains that 3712 did not have the
peraypag of 52 recorded by Schol., «al ckfinrpa xdpac d0Aa.

55 dppevac is the reported spelling of all the manuscripts except V and G.

56-7 Something went wrong here. The transmitted text is Iodvvelkove Biav | «dpac te Siccder wrd. In 56
the papyrus text seems to stop short at ITowvelkov, and at the beginning of 57 «épac e Siced]c is a supplement
too short by about four letters. It is thus an obvious suspicion that Slay was written at the beginning of 57
instead of at the end of 56. Such misdivision of stichic iambics can happen, cf. ¢.g. 12-13, marnp éfero | yapei 8¢
three rece. (for warfp | €0eror yapei 8¢), marnp ¢ | efero xrA. 3321. ITodvvelkov not -ovc scems to have been
written, possibly in assimilation to 1stdecl. (cf. acc. regularly written IToAuvelkyv) or even to -vucoc; ITodvveikou
also in the Jerusalem palimpsest at 1629; cf. Gignac, Grammarii 6gf. But there does seem to be some washed out
ink after -ov, and more ink just below, which may or may not be associated with the supralineation above 57
Elcpsvy[v, and Iodvvelkovc may at some stage have been the intention.
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Thesupralineationsin 57 are glosses, I expect, 860 and fvyarépa, marked off at either side; but the damage

precludes verification.

62 del. Fraenkel.
67 1.. The final traces are incompatible with the end of the transmitted dvociwrdrac, with or without

stop, but could well be another diagonal. It is possible that cach line ended with a diagonal dash, as at 56 and
68. In 53, 58, 61-3, and 69 the papyrus breaks off too soon to allow one to see; at the end of 54 and 55 there are
perhaps faint traces of ink before the papyrus breaks off.

3713. EuriripEs, Phoenissae 244-50

41 5B.79/F(3-4)a 3X4cm Second century
A scrap written across the fibres in a small neat sloping angular hand of familiar
type probably to be assigned to the later second century rather than to the third. On the
front are a few remains in an informal second-century hand.
At v. 246 the papyrus seems to have had a reading different from that of the
medieval manuscripts. These lines are not extant in any other papyrus.

T
klowa 8 €[v 7] w[etceTar
e|rremupyoc alde ya 245
dlowiccaca, | [
kot]vov giuq [kowa Texva
Tac k|epacdopo|v medurey ovc
wv pelrect plot movwy

aupe 6¢] TTo[Aw vedoc 250

244 Apparently this is the first line of the column,

8- Apparently a high stop rather than an apostrophe.

246 The transmitted text is dowiccq xdpg (v.l. doivicca ydipa): deb ped, and the corresponding line in the
antistrophe confirms the cxtraordinary metre. The papyrus had something clse. From the first a to the point
where the papyrus breaks off the writing is undamaged. What remains after the second a is I think best read as
mr[: wintact, followed by the beginning of the crossbar of 7; but since the horizontal is unbroken, it is possible to
assign the strokes differently, to give either yy[ or vr[. We may articulate cither Powiccac or Poivicca: Powicca
not excluded, butin this hand I should have expected the iota to be written. Not Powiccac dnd, in reminiscence
of v. 204. 245 émrdmvpyoc is miswritten dmrdmupyoc in L, but that is unlikely to be relevant. Dr Diggle suggests
the possibility of a dittographic slip @owicca{ca} followed by 7oA (or -€t).

250 wréAw rightly with MBR: #wdAw rell.
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3714. Euriripes, Phoenissae 625-35
34 4B.77/H(3-6)b 4.5 X 7.3 cm First century Bc or AD

This scrap probably comes from the same manuscript as IX 1177 (plate in B. E.
Donovan, Euripides Papyri I, Am. Stud. Pap. 5, pl. i), though without more text it is
difficult to be quite sure. The play-text is on the back of an apparent register which is
written in a cursive hand seemingly of the first century Bc (remains of six lines). The
Phoenissae text of 1177 was placed by Hunt in the early first century of our era, the
external evidence including a strip of a document ‘dated in the reign of Augustus’ pasted
on the front for reinforcement. Hunt evidently thought the reinforcement was done
before the play-text was written; I do not know if anything excludes the contrary
possibility, which would put back the date of the Phoenissae text; certainly the script,
a ‘somewhat crabbed and irregular upright hand’ (Hunt) with verticals and obliques
serifed at the foot, looks early enough.

No punctuation or other lectional apparatus is in evidence. Tota adscript written in
error at v. 629.

The papyrus apparently offered some textual novelty at vv. 628 and 633, but in
both cases scribal error seems probable.

]
]
] &doc 62
pa]prupopat
efedavv]opar xBovoe [
Jove y[eywe
] qurian

(&)

eedavvop]as xfovoc 630
peralpla xatpere
a]yoApora
]c vpac mor[€]
m]emoba cvy Beofic
1 0nBlad]elc xBlovoc 635
[
I
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625 Though the papyrus is blank above, there is no reason to think this is column top, for the previous
lines are in antilabe, and will have been divided accordingly: cf. 1177, and see at 3716 981 n.

628 y[eydic: not woddy as MBOVEYPRW. Before it, where the papyrus proflers Joue, we expect O8imov as
transmitted (om. FPSa). Just oidur]ove, 1 suppose, an casy unthinking blunder.

629 L. almid.

630 del. Valckenaer.

633 The transmitted text (give or take some lrivialitics) is o® ‘y(ip old’ er’.’;mt mpocewmeiv adllic €0’ vudc moré.
In the papyrus e]c in place of é&” might be thought of (and a different verb for mpocermeiv?), but simple
omission, cither of § or of ec, scems likelier, and is consistent with the amount of space available for the lost part
of the line. Alternatively, Dr Diggle, noting that adf.c is omitted by a substantial number of MSS, suggests that
the papyrus placed it after écf’ (ecr” avle]c vpac more): see €CQ 33 (1983) 352 for examples where a word omitted
by somc of the MSS may be found misplaced in other MSS.

635 nBla)afc: OnBlac]wv is not necessarily excluded by the trace, but suits the space less well.

3715. Euriripes, Phoenissae, COLOPHON
35 4B.66/E(1-3)a 16X 7.5 cm Sccond century

The end-title (presumably, cf. e.g. XLII 3000) of what must have been a true
édition de luxe: the papyrus is of excellent quality, the script a supremely calligraphic
‘Roman Uncial’ comparahle with the Hawara Homer (Turner GMAW 13). The hand is
not that of any of the known papyrus manuscripts of the Phoenissae, and I have not
recognized it among the other dramatic texts from Oxyrhynchus. Back blank.

QOINICCAI
EY[P|IIIA0Y

The decorative arc above @ is lost in a hole. The letters (except for @) are 4 mm high; the words are both
¢. 3.3 cm long; they are separated by a space of 1 cm. Blank papyrus, broken on all four sides except possibly
the right, extends 7.4 ¢m to right, 5.2 to left, 1 below, 4.5 above.

3716. Euriripes, Orestes 941-51, 973-83
Plate V

24 3B.73/A(d) 6.5 X 10 cm Sccond -first century Be

A scrap with remains of two columns written in a plain medium-sized Ptolemaic
book-hand to be assigned perhaps to the later second century Bc. The exccution is not
entirely regular, and the letters are somewhat crowded; the letter-strokes are uniformly
thick. o is variable in size, u has sloping sides and steep deep bow, o has convex legs, the
right one shorter; while € is round and does not have its mid-stroke detached, and 6
similarly. Notable letter-forms are {, which takes the form I, and the ‘lapidary’ a, with
high bent cross-stroke. « and p tend to extend below the line, as does « and to a lesser
extentrand m. 7looksless old, with a left-hooked foot (as « and sometimes ¢ and ¢) but an
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unserifed top no shorter to the right than to the left. Variously comparable are P. Mert.
I 1 (earlier?) and the first hand of XXXIII 2654 (later, archaizing?). There are
similarities with the Orestes manuscript IX 1178, but that has a later appearance and
a different a.

No punctuation or other lectional apparatus is in evidence. On the assumption that
vv. 957-9 were not present (cf. schol. ad loc., and e.g. Or. 1394, absent from 3717 below),
there will have been ¢. g1 lines to the column, occupying a depth of ¢. 18 cm. The lyrics
arc colometrized. Antistrophe is separated from epode by a diple obelismene which
could well be by the scribe’s own hand.

A stichometric K (v. 1000) is placed by either the scribe or a contemporary
alongside what by the modern numeration is v. 981. A couple of marginalia in a much
later hand indicate that the text received some critical attention. The back is biank.

The papyrus’ text apparently accords with a small cmendation at v. 976, offers an
inferior recading (unless merely an orthographic error) at v. 978, and probably implies
the coexistence of the transmitted variants at v. 946.

Collated against Biehl’s Teubner edition {1975), where Orestes papyri are listed on
pp- Ix-Ixi; now add P. Berlin P 17051 + 17014 (J. Lenaerts, Papyrus littéraires grecs [Pap.
Brux. 13], no. 6, apparently from the same codex as P. Berlin 21180, Biehl’s IT19), P.
Koln 111 151 (identified by M. Gronewald, ZPE 89 (1980) 35 and J. O’Callaghan, Stud.
Pap. 20 (1981) 15) (vv. 134-42), 3717 and 3718 below; a lorence papyrus with vv.
196-216 is to be published by R. Pintaudi. To judge from the editor’s description of the
hand of P. Columbia inv. 517A (CPh 33 (1938) 411-13, Biehl’s IT*; vv. 205-47), thereisa
chance that that comes from the same manuscript as the present fragment; but there the
column has only 22 lines. For vv. 945-8 there is overlap with X1 1370 (II” Biehl; v Ap).

col. 1

]

940 1.
Tic] ay
]
IR
.0 1]
Olavew g
cplaym.
1.

€KKA7']T(,U]V aTo

col. i1

{[nAoc

$0[ovoc

powifa

w o ma[véarput
ebfvy o[ Avmova
potpar Pafwe
eTepa d] eTepoc

myuar [ev

K— Bporav § ¢ [mac

>;;0)\0_LML Talv
pecov xf[ovoc

975

980
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950  omapTov]cw drlot alt]wpnu[ac
] cot 7. [L]I1
] [
] [

938-42 have been suspected, see Reeve, GRBS 14 (1973) 158.

940 ].. What remains is a long sinuous descender, lighter, thinner and more flowing than the main text,
and parts of an apparent horizontal extending into the ¢ of $8[ovoc: evidently a marginal note of some kind,
probably by the same hand as {5 below.

944 Perhaps AJey[wv. Not Aloy[wr (O); and, if the second trace s rightly seen as the foot of a short upright
hooked to the left, not x}ep[wv (Wecklein).

945f. ], [: minimal. The surface is damaged. There appear to be traces of supralincation above g46:
possibly a small Jv[, the surface being stripped at either side. Relevant to this may be the marginal {7(re),
written in a small cursive which looks no earlier than the first century ap, implying textual anomaly or
discrepancy. (On the resolution sec 3710 i 83 marg. n.) It may be suspected that the reference is to the
question of merpodpevoc (1370 HMV/G) vs. merpovpévouc (rell.) in v. g46—a question cvidently vexed in
antiquity as today. Thus merpovpe|v[oc supralin., merpovpevouc in text; or vice versa,

948 ].. Consistent with Bio]v as transmitted.

973 {Hroc Musgrave: {nAwréc codd. There is of course no telling whether the papyrus’ text was already
corrupted. Similarly with érepoc (Porson) vs. érépoic (codd.) at 979 below.

975 dowifa rightly with P alone: govia (-vela V) rell.

976 tw @. Damage has removed all the ink that lay between the left-hand side of the first w and the right-
hand side of the second. I am not prepared to say that & [{]<, the transmitted reading, is excluded absolutely,
but i d& is definitcly better for the amount of space available, and the foot of an intervening iota might be
expected to be visible. i & was proposed by Hartung, for the sake of the responsion (g65 layei-); at issue is the
acceptability of the mutual responsion of full and syncopated metra in tragic lyric iambics (cf. M. L. West,
Greek Metre, 104), which may now be thought to have gained inimplausibility. Cf. Ph. 226 in IX 1177 (& pap.,
Wecklein: lw codd.).

976/7 The transmitted colometry (at any rate in M; the Jerusalem palimpsest, the only other manuscript
I have been able to consult, happens not 1o be extant over this section) is i I, mavSdxpur’ épauépwv Evy |
moAbmova, Acbcced dic wap® émiac, which an anonymous medieval scholar, perhaps Triclinius, contrived to
scan as two trimeters (Scholia Metrica Anonyma in Euripidis Hecubam, Orestem, Phoenissas, ed. O. L. Smith, 16.
23-5), but the much superior colometry of the papyrus is presumably the original Alexandrian one; the
shifting of é6vy would help equalize the line-lengths.

978 powpar: poipa codd. ad for @ is an unexpected error: Moipar Ba[ivova may be implied, or, more
promisingly, poipa: dative (édvn object of Aedecere, understood subject of Baived). If this latter were to be tenable
the accepted text of the strophe ({rdv Arpeiddv} mijpar’ olkwv, Tdw Arpeadiv an obvious gloss) would have to be
changed.

981 Thestichometric K, = v. 1000, is written with a sharper pen but not certainly by a different hand. Cf.
K. Ohly, Stichometrische Untersuchungen. Thisis v. 981 according to the traditional modern numeration (Barnes),
v. 975 according to Triclinius. Given the possibility of a miscount, coupled with uncertainty as to the colometry
and lincation of the papyrus, the figure can bear no worthwhile textual inference. But even if allowance is made
for less conflation of cola in the lyrics, it comes uncxpectedly carly; for while we cannot know how many of the
medieval manuscripts’ interpolations the papyrus shared, I would have supposed by no means all (some are
almost certainly of later origin), and it is not likely to have had much extra material of its own. There is a good
chance that in the trochaic antilabe of vv. 774-98 the lines were divided; this is the practice of e.g. VI 852 (E.
Hyps.,ii or iii Ap; fr. 64. 106ab), IX 1174 (S. Ichn., ii Ap; iv 19f., viii 15-17), and IX 1177 (E. Ph.,i AD; 1, 10£).
In that case the kappa comes just about where it would be expected.

The diplc obelismene has nothing to do with the stichometrical letter, I take it, but demarcates the end of
the antistrophe. This is in accordance with the system described for dramatic texts at Heph. 7. cqu. 7-8, p. 75



3716. EURIPIDLS, ORESTES g41-51, 973-63 133

C.: 8 fin. dc édv ye peraBoly pdvov 3§ crpogéow (sc. as distinct from strophe/antistrophe juncture, Sig"al!Cd
normally by simple paragraphus), + éw BAémovca riferar (sc. 8urhdl, in combination with paragraphus, 1.e.
diple obelismene}; cf. Anecd. Parisin., diple obelismene ad separandas in comoediis et tragoediis periodos. This seems to
have been the system applied by Heliodorus to Aristophanes (O. Hense, Heliodorische Untersuchungen 3 544.8)1
cvidently it goes back to the carlicst days of Alexandrian colometrization. Cf. XLIV 3151 fr. 2 1/2n. The Lille
Stesichorus (P. Lille 76, CRIPEL 4 (1977) 287 [T.), which can claim 1o be the earliest colometrized text extant
(I do not belicve that either the Vienna Orestes, P. Vindob. G.2315, or the Leiden 14, P. Leid. inv. 510, is
colometrized), employs paragraphus between stanzas (antistrophejepode as well as strophe/fantistrophe),
coronis between triads: this too in accord with Heph. ». epu. (2, pp- 73 18-74. 3 C.).

No nota personae: evidently the whole ode was assigned to Electra, as in the medieval manuscripts. A sim'plc
paragraphus would be ambiguous (cf. Heph. loc. cit.), but the addition of the diple gives it exclusively metrical
significance.

8 ¢ [mrac: not 8¢ [mac (O).

982 7q[v. The letter following r is represented by a horizontal starting near the foot of 7, broken to the
right: it does not suggest o; but I do not know what else it can be (not 7). .

983 «. [.].[: consistent with mer[pla[v, as transmitted dircctly after alwpijpact. Dr Diggle notes that, if
this is right, alwpipace(v) occupied a line to itself (unless some words following it have been lost in the other
MSS); he has found the same colometry in A L Zd.

3717. Euriripgs, Oresies 1377-96

16 2B.45/B(c) 6x9.5cm Second century

Mutilated remains of a single column written on the back of a second-century
documentary text possibly of the reign of Antoninus Pius (ten broken lines, 2 ] AiAiov
A8[pravod). The papyrus is of poor quality, and was already damaged when used for the
Orestes text. The play-text is in a rapidly written irregular slanting script of no
calligraphic pretension whatever, probably of the later second century. Itis very similar
to XXII 2335 (Andromache; plate in B. E. Donovan, Euripides Papyri I, Am. Stud. Pap. 5,
pl. xiii), which is also on the back of a document: possibly even by the same hand, though
I think not. Cf. also ITI 450 (Medea; Donovan, op. cit., pl. xvi).

The text is a careless piece of copying by an uncomprehending scribe. The
spuriousness of v. 1394 is confirmed by its absence; also confirmed is Triclinius’ obvious
correction of the unmetrically transmitted v. 1380. But to the tormented lyrics it is
doubtful whether the papyrus brings anything more valuable than a longer form of the
exclamation at v. 1390. At v. 1382 it still has the «a! that nearly all the medieval
manuscripts have lost; but otherwise it shares the apparent corruptions of the paradosis,
adding its own on top; not that this is any surprise, for the scholia too reflect the same
text. What is a surprise is the colometry, which is significantly different (see the note at
the head of the commentary).

For the citation of vv. 1381-5 by Demetrius Laco preserved in P. Herc. 1012 (11"
Biehl) I have relied on the transcription by E. Puglia, Cron. Erc. 10 (1980) 32 (essentially
as Cronert in NGG Philol.-hist. Kl. 1922, 26f.); 3717 sides with the later manuscripts
against its peculiar readings, notably the omission of the controversial v. 1384. For other
Orestes papyri see the introduction to the previous number.
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1.0
] % mov[rov wkeavoc ov Tavpokpavoc
] avka[Aawc edcc]owr k[vrdow xbova
7t & ecri]v EXeyn[c mpocmoA I]da[iov kapa 1380
] fov thiov wp]or plow Ppuyrov actv
] xai k[aXAiBwov I8a]c [opoc tepov
]  wcoloplevo]y crev[w
1  appatefov] apuateo[v peroc BapBapw: foar
1 8ia 70 Tac [oplvelfoyor[ov opua 1385
]  «vavorre[po]v kaA[Aocvvac
] Anda cxv[uv]oy [Bucedevac Sucedevac

1 fectrwv , | [|mepya[pwy
] Ao, wv[w]y epe[wov

] orToTomoTol taA[epwy aAepwy 1390
] dapdayia TAau[ov
] Tavupy[8leoc tmr[ocvva dioc evvera
cadwc] gec [n]uew dvc ex[acTa Tav Sopoic 1393
akwoly atki[voly apyar [ 1395

L1

Note on Colometry

I have consulted facsimiles only of the Jerusalem palimpsest (H) and of Cod. Ven. Marc. 471 (M). These
are in essential agreement, as follows (I give the beginning of each line, from 1377 to 1392):  [modwy  |mévrov
[ravpd- |éNecaw () & |(Pp.) Thov  |Ppbywr  [Tdac | ¢ |dpudreror  |BapBdpw  |8id 16
|kvvé-  |cxduvor  |mepydpwy  [SrTo-  llaAépwy | FavuprSeoc. This is H’s colometry, except in so far as
what stood between ®piyiov derv kadriPwdov, which ends a page, and dppdreior xrd, of which only the letter-
feet are visible, cannot be seen on the plate (S. G. Daitz, The Jerusalem Palimpsest of Euripides, pl. 33); but cf.
Daitz, The Scholia in the Jerusalem Palimpsest of Euripides 115. M once conflates and once splits cola relative to H
but otherwise has just the same divisions except at 1386-9, colometrized in oddly aberrant fashion (|cxduvoy
|Sucerdvac alterum  wviwy  |ladépwv). The papyrus’ colometry is quite different, effectively coinciding only
at 1383-6 and 1392.

1377 .. [. Minimal traces: wo[Awov not excluded but unverifiable.

1379 avig[acc: i.c. dyxd[Aatc. A paragraphus would be expected here, but nonc is written.

1380 ecti]y. écruw restored by Triclinius: éer” vel &8’ codd., an obviously late corruption. Of v in the
papyrus the right fasta and a suggestion of the diagonal, certainly not § or 7.

I]8aftov, 1382 I8a]c. Written 8- (cf. 1381) or eid- (cf. 1385, 1389, 1393)? The shorter form seems to suit the
space rather better in cither place, but there can be no certainty.

1381 Apparently wulor pfow with codd: [wpot k)arwv IT'H. u[ is reasonably secure: it could be A or v, but
not «.
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1382 «ay x[adAifSwlov. Of the medieval manuscripts only M, O supralin. and Monac. 560 have the ka; it
seems that it was present in JT' t0o (ag{rv xai ka]AiBwdov). Certainly kark[ rather than xadX[Bwlov here.

1383 wc: dc ¢’ all the manuscripts except O, which like the papyrus wrongly omits ¢ (JT' has w]c ce). But
I doubt that this is a significant conjunction.

oAgje[evolv. So codd. But on this reading there is unwanted ink between the supposed o and p, and
oAdy[pevo]v is not excluded, though considerations of space support the shorter word. sAApevov is found in Z
(Diggle), and would be no less acceptable metrically, but utrum in alterum is against it; cf. c.g. 1364.

1384 The notorious dppdreiov dppdreior pédoc was present in the papyrus as in the medieval manuscripts.
Itis probably this that Apollodorus of Cyrene suggested was a mapemypady (Schol. ad loc.; see A. R. Dyck,
HSCP 85 (1981) 101, 103, O, Taplin, PCPS 203 (1977) 125), and it is absent from IT!,

1385 8id 76 7dc [Sp]veiddyov[ov (unless -ydv[ov) with the paradosis (4pribo-), implied also by the scholia.

1386 xvavépre[poly: xkukvémrepov codd. and scholl. Unless something other than -mrepov (but neither
kvavoy nor kvavouu- is to be read), presumably a simple error. kvavdmrepoc Spvic Andr. 862 (where read
kvkvémrepoc?). ly almost certain: not Ju (kvkvomrépov Barnes).

1387 Anda: Aydac codd. Simple haplography, I should presume; or e.g. A%8ac xb[kv]ov may have been
written.

Jov: not Jou, with R and the ‘Moschopulean’ MSS.

1388 fecriw mepyduwr is the paradosis: in the papyrus something intervened. The traces are abraded and
vestigial. Too much room for e.g. vrepyapwy, not enough for rwv. Toc (10[t]) a long shot. But whatever stood
here is unlikely to improve the metrically and textually lucid £ecriv mepydupwy. P has épuwiv after fecrav
instead of after AmoAwviwy, but I cannot think that relevant for the papyrus.

1389 Amod, wv[iw]v. A s expected, but the remains are hardly compatible: the clearest trace is a short
horizontal as the letter’s right-hand side.

epe[wvv: épi- codd. Cf. [op]veiflo- above. Presumably -vuv not -vwwr (VaAP), cf. Iavupndeoc (-vvv- VaLP) at
1392 below.

1390 orToTomoTOL STTOTOL (Or -70l) codd., though the Jerusalem palimpsest had érrororoi a.c. The
papyrus’ 7is I presume (despite émmomoi S. Ichn. 191) a simple miscopying of rr. drrororroroi transmitted at Jon
760 (1, é70- L), of. Tr. 1287 = 1204. As often with exclamations, there is little prospect of establishing
what the original was, ifindced the author made it clear. The longer form is unexceptionable both in itself and
in context (certainly it is not inferior metrically: a hypodochmius or, taken in conjunction with épwiv, an
iambic dimeter like the following phrasc) and would suit the Phrygian’s iterative habits of utterance; on the
other hand longer forms are automatically suspect (cf. R. D. Dawe, Studies on the Text of Sophocles iii 128,
J. Diggle, Studies on the Text of Euripides 105f.). Cf. Tr. loc. cit., Andr. 1197 = 1200, HF 875,

1392 [, Trema perhaps lost.

1393 The medieval manuscripts, the Jerusalem palimpsest among them, are united in giving the chorus
two lines here: cagede Ay’ fjuiv adf’ éxacra rdv 8dpoic [ a yap mpiv odk ebyvwera copfalodc’ Exw. (rdv Sdpoic. . .
elyvwera om. A, evidently by homoeomeson.) But of the latter, v. 1394, a scholium in M and C records o8roc 6
criyoc év moddoic dvriypddoic ob ypdderar. So evidently the papyrus; if 1394 had entered the tradition by this
date, it had not yet permeated it. But 1393 here suffers surface corruption: Aey is apparently represented by aec,
avf by Ave: A mistaken for a and vice versa, y for ¢, 8 for ¢: all very common confusions.

1395 This, the resumption of the Phrygian’s lyric, should be in eisthesis, but evidently stands in
alignment with the preceding trimeter. So did the next line too, to judge by the position of the sole remaining
speck.

3718. Euriripes, Orestes AND Bacchae

A 66 6B.3/C(1-3)c 7.8X 12.4 cm Fifth century
B 65 6B.35/C(1)a Fr. (6) 12.5 x 12.8 cm
C 65 6B.40/D(a) 8.2x12.7cm

Numerous remnants of at least four leaves of a papyrus codex written in a practised
Byzantine uncial of the standard oval sloping type exemplified e.g. by the single find of
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dramatic and Homeric manuscripts published as XI 1369-74 etc. (see 1369 intro.).
Whether or not 3718 comes from the same group (apparently it does not, for two
different excavation-years are represented), it is not in the same hand as the Euripidean
1370 (Med. and Or.): of the selection shown in XTI pl. vii there is closest resemblance to
the hand of 1369, cf. also 1373 (Turner, GMAW 42). The attribution is to the fifth
century; on either side cf. XXVII 2459, assigned to the fourth century, and XV 1803
(Turner, Greek Papyri pl. v), assigned to the sixth; the Dioscorus autographs (Seider, Pal.
ii 64) provide a sixth-century reference point. The letters are written uniformly thick, in
a metallic ink; where the ink remains encrusted the colour is now dark brown, where
only stain remains it is light reddish brown. The page was quite large, by calculation
¢. 20 X ¢. 35 cm (cf. Group 1 in Turner Typology, and for the proportions Group 5), but
the spacing between lines is unusually generous, so that there were only about 2¢ lines to
the page.

The identified remains are distributed as follows:

A | Or. 140711, — 14321L.

B (conjugate) — left Ba. 223-51, right Or. 16211L; | left Or. 16491T., right Ba.
194-222

C — Ba. 25411, | 285 fT.
I presume Orestes preceded Bacchae. The alternative would mean assigning the bulk of
both plays to the same quire, a loss of at least 24 sheets within sheet B, whereas on the
assumption that Or. preceded we need to reckon with the loss of only two inner sheets,
which will have accommodated the remainder of Or. (one more page, ¢. 1674-
1693 = end) and the beginning of Ba. (seven pages, 1-193 at ¢. 28 lines/page). If there
was any prefatory material to the Ba. text, e.g. hypothesis or list of characters, it must
have been short; cf. the remarkably close succession in 1373 (Ar. Peace and Knights),
where the Knights text was begun just five lines from the foot of the page on which the
Peace text ended, and to judge by the evidence of fr. 2 little more than a title could have
intervened. Whether B comes from a quire of three sheets (a ternio) or of more I see no
way of determining, for I cannot tell whether or notleaf G, which directly succeeded the
Ba.leaf of sheet B, came from the same quire. Similarly with A: the number of leaves lost
between leaf A and the Or. leaf of B may be calculated as three (Or. 1432, the estimated
first line of A back, to Or. 1613, the estimated first line of B front, = 7 pages at ¢. 26 vv.[p.;
this calculation uses the traditional verse numeration, with which the papyrus’
colometry cannot be expected to have shown total coincidence); A cannot on any
reconstruction belong to the same sheet as G; if A, B, and G all come from the same quire,
that quire will have comprised at least seven sheets; but they may not. It is unclear
whether the book was made up in such a way as to have — facing — and | facing |,
analogously with parchment codices (cf. Turner, Typology 66-8). That is the case with
the only surviving pair of facing pages (B — back, C —), but cannot be safely assumed
for the rest unless B and G do in fact come from the same quire.

The only page-numbers to survive are on the Bacchae leaf of B: pp. 198-9. The
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Bacchae must have been the fourth or fifth play of the book, it is unclear which. The Ba. is
fairly firmly estimated as having begun with p. 191: 190 pages at 29 lines/page (as B |
Jronl and B — back) = 5510 lines: if only three plays, they must have been long ones.
Since it is virtually certain that Or. directly preceded Ba., the Byzantine triad of Hec. Ph.
Or. might be thought of (this is apparently the order in which they occurred in the
Jerusalem palimpsest), but their combined line-total is only 4754. Of course allowance
must be made for the possibilities of a higher line-count due to less colometric conflation
and of a lower average number oflines to the column, as well as for blank space and other
material at either end of the play-texts (but cf. 1373), but even so the {it is not good. In
1370 Or. and Med. are represented, in unknown order; P. Ant. I 24 and IT 73, apparently
from a single codex, have remains of Ba. and Med. respectively; the earlier XLVII 3321
apparently began with Ph. A synthesis of these data would give the sequence Ph. Med.
Or. Ba., but it would probably be wrong to envisage a standard order, and there is no
assurance even that the codex contained none other than ‘select’ plays (note especially
XI 1401, BKT V 2. 84-7, and P. Amh. I 17).2

I cannot distinguish the hand responsible for the page-numbers from that
responsible for the main text, but at least two further hands have been at work. Some
supralinear and marginal glosses have been entered in slightly lighter brown ink by a
similar but smaller and different hand. And a semi-cursive hand using black ink has
interlinearly added an omitted line (Or. 1630); this hand seems also to have
supplemented the accentuation, most of the accents and other diacritics having been
written by the original scribe.

While confirming that such readings of the medieval tradition as Or. 1622 odyt,
1628 *Opécr’, and Ba. 201 marpoc were well entrenched by later antiquity, the papyrus
also offers a number of textual novelties. In the Orestes I believe the only reading of worth
is the apparent é8pava at 1441; cf. also 1627, and unmistakable error (uncorrected) at
1658. In the less well transmitted Bacchae, the papyrus supplies fresh data to old trouble-
spots: 207 apparently ¢ xph, 235 edodpoc, 289 xbovéc, 286 perhaps Siayeldc; cf. 257
piclov dépew, and perhaps some difference at 2131, 250f. Beyond the addition of the
inadvertently omitted Or. 1630 there is little textual correction: a mistaken nota personae
at Or. 1621 was apparently put right (at what stage is unclear), and at Or. 1658, where
the manuscripts are split between dc and @, the former stood in the text and the latter
has been entered above, presumably by collation against a different exemplar.

In addition to Murray’s OC'T I have referred to Jeanne Roux’s edition (Paris
1970), and at the last moment have been able to consult E. C. Kopfl’s 1982 Teubner.

Abrasion is at places severe.

Front and back signify codicological recto and verso respectively.

1 Remnants of three further Euripides codices, all three from Hermopolis, are to be published by
H. Machler in APF 0. The plays represented are Bacchae (P. Berol. 21203, vi ap), Ph. (P. Berol. 21207, vi Ap),
and, in uncertain order, Ph. and Med. (P. Berol. 17018 and others, v ap). There is slight textual overlap
between P. Berol. 21203 and the present fragments.
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A | (front)

suvepoc [évveroc modepov dovioc Te Spakwy

e e e e ] e e

eppot Tdc g cuyov Or. 1407
o0 mpovoiac [kakovpyoc wy
[ot] 6¢ mpoc [Opovouc ecw 1408
w[oA]dvr[ec
[yv]vau[oc
|
Sl

A The probability is that the upper cdge of this fragment is the upper edge of the leaf itself, in which case
v. 1432 is the — page’s first line, and v. 1407 will be the | page’s fifth. Only the textual sequence indicates
which side was the front and which the back; without it, I should have taken the fragment for an outer corner,
not an inner one, especially in view of its similarity in shape to C.

Where the surviving papyrus extends into the presumably written arca above eppoc k7, the surface is
stripped; the square brackets demarcate the arca of unstripped surface. 1407 Tdc, or Tac  Any
diacritics on ep or n will be lost 1408 No accent on mpoc 1409f. [0A], [yv]: papyrus extant but ink
wholly lost to abrasion
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A — (back)

)

a 8e Awov nAarkaTar SaxTv]Aoic edicce 1432
vypa 8 teTo medwe ]

cxvdwv Ppuyiwv eme Top]Blo]v ayal

para cvcrodicar xpylovea] Awawe 1435
dapea moppupea

dwpa KAvrawyun]cTpas

mpoceumre & Opect]ac

Aakaway kopaly & Aioc mal

fec tyvoc medwe Sevp]’ amocTdce kAicp[ov 1440

139

1432 No trace of diacritics above ¢, but possibly lost to abrasion; similarly with the expected accents on
1434 ad, 1435 Awewt 1435 Above Aw, offsets or supralineation 1439 &: accent very faint, perhaps

illusory

1441 f. sce comm.
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B — front
(b)
[
[
|
[. ca ]]‘I) va[w 1621
ovyi [ @)

md[cav yap nuwv obe Bid]leTar [mow
L[y aupa pyrpo]c py[clapov [e]é[epyacuevoc
et $pov[n]pa
ars Mev[edae mavealy )fﬁ;Zf exwv Tebnyuevor 1625

Poifo[c - - - ()
.. U8 6 Ei[dnpnc Tnid eded]peverc «[opme
Opécr’ iy €1[8nic ovc deplwv frw Ady[ovc
‘EXevny plev nv cv o] A[€]car mp[d]0uvpoc [wr
'qtmp,‘rq: opyny ﬂl[sve/\s(mt Jpsovperoc , , .
70 [ecti]y, n[v opar ev al]fé[ploc Triyaic 1631
cecow[cuevn Te kov O]avovca mpoc céfev
1... dacydrov

(&

T0[v cov keAevclewc npmac’ ex Au]oc maTpde:

[ 1 xplewv] 1635
1620, 1621 marg., sec comm. 1623 d], accent visible  ]{, € not excluded 1624 [, thereis
no sort of indication of what letter followed 1626 Any accent on oc will be lost 1627 Above
]pever, traces of interlineation 1628 v, apostrophe perhaps lost Jwv, some supralineation above
v ijkw, breathing possibly lost 1629 ‘E, breathing doubtful  Aey, accent lost, y blotted  [€], [4],
aceents visible 1631 1j[v, breathing doubtful, accent possibly lost 1635 v], accent visible

frr. (b) and (g) straddle the central fold, the line of which is marked by heavy ink traces; I cannot clearly
discern binding holes. fr. (g) continues to the foot of the page, but only on the opposite leaf; it is broken at the
central fold.

Or. 1621 stands opposite Ba. 230 on the lefi-hand leaf (B — back), and that leal begins with Ba. 223. The
number of lines lost above Or. 1621 may thus be estimated at about cight. This is in conformity with the
calculation similarly performed for the | side, which is reckoned to have begun at ¢. 1544 On this reckoning
the present page will have had ¢. 31 lines, Or. ¢. 1613-¢. 1643, though at least one of these, 1630, is an inter-
lincar insertion and the possibility of further discrepancies must be allowed for.
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B | back
(6)
]
UnTpoKTOVO |V
(t) . . . Suc]mc BpaBeic 1650
malyoicy [ev Aperoicy evcefectd]rny

Yiilpov 1oic[o]v[c’] ev[a vuencar ce xpih]-
e qu 8 exerc] Opéc|ra dacyavov Sepni]
yn|pow wlempwrar & Eppiovny o]c 8 olerar
NleorrdAe[pnoc yapew v ov y]auel wore: 1655
] Olav]eiv yop av[rwe popa Ade]dixdine Eidet
1 Sixa[c] AxiAdé[wc marpoc] efairoivra pe.
1. LIyXadnt §! ade[Adnc Aexcr]pov [&]¢ 707’ emijvecac
1/ ¢ 8 emichy v[w Brotoc evdarpw]v pévei-
’ ] .’[ , . . . 1660

I QO 4
1651 4], 1652 %], xp], accents visible 1657 74, not ={ 1659 1./, sec comm.  §, 8e {or
8¢) not excluded  pévei, for the diacritics see comm.

Or. 1650 stands directly opposite Ba. 201 on the right-hand leaf, and that leaf begins with Ba. 194. The
number of lines lost above Or. 1649 may therefore be estimated fairly firmly at 6, or perhaps rather 5, since the
interlinear spacing is here somewhat more generous.

frr. (b) and (g) continue across to the opposite leaf.
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B | front

142

(a)

pon
nyn)ceray.
xo]pebcoper Ba. 195
) . . . dAdot kak]dc
_4[Bov
_ov[

Ter ovd[evcodilopecha 200

marpoc wlapadoyac

ceriueld .

ovd’ €1 §1 [axpwy To codov ev]pnTar ¢ pevawr

€p€i Tic w[c To ympac ovk aic|xivou[at

pédwv xop[evew kpata kiccdicalc (d). _ ' 205

ov ydp Supy[x o ]

we 32 yoplevew ]
(&) adX €] amal[vTav ]

kot]vac drap[tBpwy & ovdev avéeclar §é]Aer:

eme] ¢p péy[yoc ] 210

eyw #lgop[nmc ]
@ 1.....0..[ -

w...[

(1 . I

“exdnu]oc wy [ 215

kMo S¢ véd[xpa

yuvdica[c (O
ada[Jerai[ct Bary]earcs[v
dpecwv Po[alew 1oy v[e]w[cTe

The placement of fr. (d), all but blank on the — side, is not guaranteed, but receives some support from
fibre correspondences. Placement of fr. (¢) was impeded by the fact that effectively the only line usable for
identification purposes is Juqy x8o[v- on the —> side, now identified as v. 239 (Mpfopar créync codd.); but once
made, the placement is in no doubt.

195f. Final stops perhaps lost to abrasion; similarly, loss of papyrus or of ink may have removed
diacritics from 204 7ic wc, 207 w, 208 ama, 209 vac, 216 8¢, 218 yet, 221 ¢, pe 196 Accent of addo visible
209 €], accent visible 212-14, See comm. 215 exbnu], papyrus extant but ink almost wholly
lost to abrasion
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Aidvvcov o[ cTic €]ery [Te]pd[cac 220
wjpe[ic] §[e Bracoic ev] pe[corcw
kparnpac a[Adnw 8 aA]Ao]¢’ |

B — back

(a) po.
1 g6 ywcs mrdccov|cav

WPésba].cw [

T[qv & A(&Spo&.’rnv 225

(&) . . .
] {\e"yw 230
(0)- . . €] B”&“ﬁxucw

mavc|w kaxo[vpyou Tncde Pax]yelac Tdya
(d). . . Aeyov]ct & e 7[ic erceAnvbe E€]voc

1$appax]
1 [ yonc €] 7_T£80[C Avdiac amo xfo]véc
1 [ £avBoli[ci BocTpuxoicw evo]duo, rkduny 235

A]podiTne éyawy
(€)  Juyywlerar

Anho | par x8o[voc

] avac[etovra Te 240

[
e W e W e B e B
<
m
—

R
=
S
-
<

-

xop[ac Tpaymrov cwparoc] ywpic Tep[wy

Jo.... 245

On the placement of frr. (d) and (), sce on B | front. The placement of fr. (f), blank on the | side, cannot be
regarded as certain.

Upper marg., ,, compatible with 0§, see comm. 233 €], accent visible 235 ., see
comm. 237 yw, accent will be lost, y not e nor 241 xop[, accent will be lost. Below, a
circumflex accent in position suitable for exeivoc (or exeivov), 242 tnil. 241 fI. Tlaking and abrasion have
removed most of the surface, so that identification is often uncertain or impossible; absence of diacritics from
the transcript is not to be taken as implying that they were not once present 243 dioc unverifiable
245 Minimal traces quite unassignable
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() 1...ef

vBpeic vpl]ery o¢c[Tic ecTi]y ¢ elvoc

L. L.......

.. ;
I 1.. védawy 250
? marepa Te plyTplolc | e 11 Jvopat marep
246 Sec comm. 248f. Scant traccs, unassignable 250 wol]vv not excluded 251 Sce comm.

Remaining Fragments of B

(k) Alargish fragment, 14 X 10 cm, from an upper, apparently outer corner, which at first sight looks as if
it comes from the Orestes leaf of B, corresponding to the smaller fr. (a) of the Bacchae leaf opposite. Abrasion and
damage have put the text beyond recovery. On the — side (front, if the corner is an outer one) there are traces of
perhaps four lines, but not a single letter is legible. On the | side, remains of four line beginnings, and a
marginal note by the lost fifth line; I cannot make out the note, and the only letter of the text that can be
certainly read is o, preceded perhaps by o, in 1. 2, about the 18th letter. Apparent traces above the text on
cither side, if not illusory, may be the page-numbers. I cannot reconcile the | traces to the text of Or. 1644 1F. or
vicinity; I have tried matching them with the given text at other possible places on the hypothesis that the
fragment comes from a different leaf, but without success.

({)~(o) Tour scraps with illegible textual remains.

(#), (¢) Two scraps blank or virtually blank on both sides.

(r} A thick squarish picee, 7.5 % 6 cm, with what appears to be decoration on the — side, blank on the |:
a cover leaf?

C — (front) C | (back)

—
/.

maTe]p

1. [

w]iclov pépewv . were Oifa 285
efeppuer o rkal &l |
Seculioc pécaic wnpd Sdlatw
'yv]vwfi vap 260 ,€7,T,€,L' vy [
yldvoc: Toue Zeve | .. [
o]pylwv[-] Hpd v[w 2go
I :
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If the last line of B | front was v. 251, as scems to have been the case, the first of the present page was
presumably v. 252. That is consistent with the external indications, for then the upper edge of the present
fragment, broken though it is, will be the upper edge of the leaf itself, and roughly on a level with the upper
edge of B. dicre (285) on the | sideis on the same level as ¢épew (257) on the —, so the |, text may be presumed to
have begun with v. 281; and the G —> page will then have had 29 lines (252-80), if there was no discrepancy in
the verse-count.

A | Or. 1406 marg. épmeipoc. The reading, not assured in itself, is confirmed by the marginal note found in
M and B, duri 706 éumepoc Tod morépov. But no transmissional connection need be inferred.

1407b marg. HM'TB carry a varicty of exegeses (for thosc in Hsee 8. G. Daitz, The Scholia in the Jerusalem
Palimpsest of Euripides), but I cannot recover what the papyrus offered.

1408 . The transmitted text and colometry (at least in both H and M: I have not checked the others) is of
8¢ mpoc Opdvovc écww poAdvrec | dc &ymp’ & To€énc Idpic | yuvarkde, Supa Saxpoic meduppévol, Tamewor | ELov’,
«rA. The papyrus is badly abraded. p[oX]vr[ec is not assured but fits very well, whereas dc (or ) Eynu’ is
certainly not to be read; cvidently the papyrus did not share the inferior colometry of the medieval
manuseripts. yovawdc at the beginning of the next line cannot be verified, but suits the scanty traces. The last
two lines are more problematic. If me¢[vppévor and éf[ovd” are to be recognized, it scems they were indented by
about one letter’s width; but the decipherment is quite uncertain.

A — 1432 Apparently edicce, not ~cev, but -ce” i.c. -ce(v) cannot be excluded. Di Benedetto reports Eccer
for H, é\icce for the rest.

1443 No telling precisely what stood in the papyrus.

1437 Kdvrawpvy] not excluded.

1438 mpoceime, as codd. (and Schol. Od. 5. 878), secms more suitable to the space than -mev.

1441 f. The transmitted textis ITéomoc émi mpomrdropoc E8pav matardc | éerlac, i elbfjc Adyouvc éuode. In the
papyrus the remains of 1441 accommodate themselves well enough to this text except in one particular:
between E8pav and mada[ide, if they arc to be recognized, a letter intervened, which could beread asa, €, 0,0r¢;
there is no sign of cancellation. Thus a possible restoration is [Télomroc émi mpomdrop]oc édpava madafidc, and it
may be suggested that é8pava, giving a wholly resolved dimeter in synapheia (I see no reason to interfere with
the given colometry, incidentally), is in fact the truth. Gorruption to &pav would be casy. While at Tr. 539
&pava has successfully resisted, at 7r. 1078 é8pavov has become €8pav in P

For 1442, ectiac w’ etdnic doyove epolic followed by a low stop is acceptable. Black ink at upper right seems
to be casual, perhaps offset.

B — Front

1620f. The 1621 marginal note has been crossed out. Correction of a mistaken nota personae is an obvious
guess, and a cancelled Amo'X, with perhaps Mev'e’ written in replacement above, makes an acceptable though
uncertain interpretation. I should have expected to sec a paragraphus, but do not.

At the beginning of 1620 it is difficult to identify the textual traces and to distinguish them from those of
the marginal note and the canccllation. IT[vAd8y (1620) is certainly not suggested, but T cannot say it is
excluded; and neither éy[ec (1617) nor aA[AX’ (1618) is particularly suggested cither.

1622 odyi with the MSS. The accent, perhaps not by the original scribe, is clear.

1627 38" Sc Euifpe xrhisthe transmitted text. In the papyrus cdis acceptable, but there scems to be more
ink to the left, which I cannot explain (an indication of the textual error or discrepancy?). The accent is clear.
So is §, with nothing above; what follows looks more like a heavy middle stop than an apostrophe, but § is
represented in just the same way at 1631 below and at Ba. 233. Above ofy[ the papyrus is broken, and anything
to the right of the traces which I have taken for a breathing will be lost; so there is no telling whether sigma was
added. Apparently, then, we have two new readings here: ¢ 8, and 6 éuprjpne. (In fact, Dr Diggle has now
found § in ZdKRw.) The first is surely inferior (it is a constant confusion, of course), the second is probably
a mere slip (we are not free to postulate épedpedwv—1 take it that the supralincation above eded] pever was just
a gloss thercon—and there is little to commend e.g. éc y” for ri8’).

1628 ’Opécr’ with the MSS: *Opécf’ edd.

1630 The omission was evidently inadvertent, duc perhaps to the homocoarchon 7)-.

1631 f. The papyrus is now the oldest witness to these two suspect verses.

1631 ecTi]y, [v: not a comma but a diastole.
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nrdyaic. The accents are faded and damaged; onc of them —the circumflex? —may have been cancelled.
mriyaic is reported here for B: mrixac MVCO: mruyaic rell. The accentual vagary will be duc to the word’s
heteroclite declension; mruyac is regularly given rd-decl. accentuation in the manuscripts (even at S. fr. 144
TrGF, where mrvydcis metrically requisite), and this often spills over on to wriyate. Sce Diggle on Phaethon 174.

1633 Before pacydvov the MSS present variously «” 9md, xai $76, and «dnd. The papyrusis damaged, and
only slight traces remain: «Jamo is possible; not dmo or imo.

B | back 1650 BpeBeic. BpaBic cannot be quite excluded, but e scems the better decipherment, written as
in 1659 pever.

1652 supralin. w(apa) Ape would suit; not Aéyvg, for the letter after @ has an oblique descender. Implying
that Ares presided? Cf. Schol. TA on 1651, . . . é8{kacav 8¢ Abnvd xal Apne.

1658 Apparently dc was originally written (the breathing is visible; no accent was written); the
supralinear 1, written perhaps by the hand that added v. 1630, registers . The MSS are split: e ALO (¢
Monac. 560), ¢ MBP (8 V).

{¢m}jvecac: the more explicit compound has replaced the poctic simplex.

1659 The initial traces could suit ]¢ or even ]¢;, consistent with 8dc:, as transmitted, since in this codex
accents arc habitually set over the letter to the right of the one properly accented; the accent is clear. The scribe
set the line out: presumably because the previous line had extended dangerously close to the central fold
(whose position is indicated now by ink-markings and symmetrical hole-patterns). I do not know whether
what was written in the margin of the line above—of which the only substantial trace remaining is a thick
vertical —has any connection with this. For the next line, to judge by the position of the accents, the scribe
reverted to the old alignment.

wévei. The diacritics are faded and abraded, but it looks as if the acute was crossed out: i.e. uévet a.c., with
L and Cod. Thess., pevei p.c., with the rest.

1660 Apyouvc 8’ *O)pé[cryv krA is indicated.

16611 x0]or[s]c is acceptable (so accented); and the accent below will be that of pvpiocc.

B | front. Ba. 200 I would suppose od8év cod., as LP (008> évcod. Musgrave), but there is no telling, as
above and to the right of the lower left-hand corner of the supposed 8 (« is excluded) the papyrus is broken
away.
201 warpdc in accord with LP (mps L, as regularly): marplovc is restored by edd. from Plu. Mor. 756 .

203 dxpac . . . ppevdc, as Plutarch loc. cit., cannot be excluded.

207 Apparently dc xpfi: € xpip LP. LP’s text of 206f. is 08 ydp Surjpnx’ 6 Oedc eire 1ov véov | el xpi) xopedew
eiTe Tov yepairepov. This 1s accepted by some editors (e.g. Grégoire, Roux) but usually emended either by
changing the elres to ofires or by replacing e xpy with xpjiles or xpely. The papyrus’ dic xpf, presumably a final
clause, scems to me less acceptable than would dc xp).

209 $rapftfuwy. There is no trace of an apostrophe after 8, and the spacing suggests there never was.
Suapifudv, Heath'’s rearticulation of LP’s 8" dpfudv, is therefore implied.

212-14 Nearly all the surface has flaked ofl. There is nevertheless a difliculty in the way of restoration of
the transmitted text, which runs: (212) ITevfedc mpoc oikovc 68e dua crrovdijc mepd, | (213) *Exlovoc maic, & xpdroc
88wt yic. | (214) dic énrénrar 7l mor’ épei vewstepov; The remains of 212 accommodate themselves well to the
expected IT]evfedc mr[poc, but the initial traces of 214 are all but impossible to reconcile with *Eylovoc: w is the
natural interpretation. The other traces of 213 and 214 are so slight as to be uscless. If w is in fact what is
written, I sce two main possibilities: (1) thisline is v. 214; in that case we must reckon either with transposition
of 213 and 214 (textually unacceptable) or with the absence of 213 (arguably an interpolation) and a plus-
verse 214a; (2) itis an alternative version of v. 213, ¢.g8. dupijc kpdroc 8w, maic’ Eylovoc. On present evidence
more can hardly be said.

216 véa glosses veoyud.

219 dpecw: 6pect LP, q. leg. The v may possibly have been cancelled.

220 [rejpd[cac (i.c. 7e-): or €]cr[v Ti]-.

B — back. Page-number ppf, 199. § mostly destroyed, restored on the basis of ppy on the | side.

223 marg. ¢ebywct, it would scem, but I cannot explain it. ¢edyovcay might be intelligible as a gloss (or
variant) for 7rdccovcar, but is not what was written.

225 supralin. Perhaps a gloss, «[olryy vel sim.

Evidently, and unsurprisingly, 229{. were in the text by the fifth century.
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231 ]Anuace supralin. More likely to be a variant than a gloss (it seems to scan, and if gloss why not
Sucrdouc?)? Nothing obvious: repiB]Mjpace (metrically unacceptable), pe]dMjpace (imagistically unacceptable)?

233 dic [ic: Scre LP, P. Berol, 21203. The necessary dic ric was already restored by John Gregoropulus
(not Musurus: M. Sicherl, RM 118 (1975) 205-25) in the Aldine; the Berlin papyrus shows that §eric wasin the
text by the 6th c.

294 supralin. dumeipoc) papudfwy vel sim., cf. Schol. NB in émwddc xai ydnc Hipp. 1038, dmaredw,
rﬁapp.(imuv E[L'ITELPOC.

245 efio]Spoc: edfocuov LP. The traces of the final letter are truly minimal, but the amount of space
between o and « well suits ¢, and there is certainly not room enough for v. The papyrus’ reading accords with
Brunck’s conjecture, efocpoc, and is, I should suppose, to be preferred to more refined emendations {edocpdv
Tyrrell, edécpoic xopdv Badham, edocuov xoudv Dodds, this last accepted by both Roux and Kopff). The Attic
-cu- would have been expected, see Barrett in Hipp. 1391 (Addenda); but -8u- is not without claim to
consideration; the manuscripts of Xenophon uniformly present -cu-, though we happen to know he wrote -8y
(Phryn. Ecl. 71, where see Rutherford).

236 marg. Abraded beyond hope of recovery; e.g. d¢fad]uofc would be possible.

239 xBo[véc: créyme LP. xfovdc is a distinct improvement to the sense (pace Roux), and could be regarded
as the truc text. On that view, however, créyncis difficult to account for, and it may be preferable tosce the two
readings as independent deformations of an original kduecfa yic (coni. Norwood), Mihopar xfovéc being a
deliberate elimination of the plural.

246 ]. .. géuq. OFf the final alpha only a trace of the Jower left remains; there is a hole in the papyrus. o
rather than o is not excluded, but any subsequent letter (d€uov, d¢toc coni. quidam) would be expected to have
left traces of its presence. Before afiq the surface has mostly gone; what little is left does not exclude the
transmitted écr’; hardly er (émdéia coni. Elmsley).

251 The transmitted text of 249-52 is é&v mouciAace veBpice Tewpeciar Spés | marépa Te pyTpoC TiC €ujc, moAdy
yéraw, | vdpbnii Baxyedovt’ dvalvopar mdrep | 76 yhipac Sudv elcopdv voiy ovy &yov. The papyrus’ text is beyond
recovery, but I cannot reconcile the remains of the last line of fr. (#) with the expected vdpfinxe Baxyedovr’ (251),
whereas they well suit rarépa re pyrpdc (250). The position of fr. (#) relative tofr. (g), which gives the line-ends,
is not in doubt, being fixed in the first instance by the textual fit for Ba. 218 on the | side and confirmed by fibre
correspondences, so that I feel some assurance in stating that what I have transcribed as p]nTplo]c was notin
alignment with yéwv but seems to have stood one line lower. The verses could, 1 dare say, be rewritten so as to
transfer uyrpdc to 251, but not attractively, and when the physical damage s so extensive it would be foolhardy
to do morc than record the apparent anomaly.

Verse 251 was apparently the last line of the page. Verse 222 on the | side is at the same level.

C — 257 u]ichov pépew: pucboie pépwv (corr. in pépew I) codd. [So Murray and Roux: Kopff reports P’s
reading as gépew. | ¢épew not yet corrupted. As between picfdv and picodc, the plural seems preferable to me.

I do not know what to make of the marginal note. Hardly v, indicating uuwclobe, which in any case would
not be so cconomically expressed.

261 marg. wépa is perhaps to be considered a v... rather than a gloss. But mépa does not belong to classical
Adtic: it tends to displace mdpa even in defiance of metre (E. Gye. 123, 139, Hipp. 209, 227) and is attested in no
place in Euripides where #épa cannot be substituted; as here it cannot. I do not think this makes any
contribution to the question of the authenticity of the verse. If the verse is genuine, mépa cannot be accepted; it
will owe its presence to adduction of 27g, Bérpvoc Sypov mépa. Ifitis spurious, mépa has as good a claim as ydvoc:
an import from 279 (cf. Gye. 419), just as ydvoc from 383 (cf. Gye. 415); but the Et. Mag., s.v. Favupsidae, quotes
the verse with ydvoc.

G | 286 The text may have been Swye[Agc: xarayeddc codd. Above ¢ is an apostrophe-like mark of
unobvious signification, and at some distance to the right is another apparently supralinear trace; kara was
apparently not written, cither here or in the left margin. As between Suryerdc and xarayeAdc, the former, also at
272 and 322, is the easier rcading, and perhaps on that account to be rejected; xarayerdc with acc. is
adequately justified by Dodds.

289 After Zevc, which may have lost an acute to abrasion, damage precludesidentification. Expected is ée
8" (or elc 8), as codd., preceded by a stop. That is not particularly suggested by the remaining traces, but is
perhaps not excluded.
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290 Definitely an acute not a breathing on the eta, though a preceding breathing may have been lost.
The accent on the alpha, though now very faint, is undoubtedly present; for such accentuation of paroxytonics
before an enclitic sce Laum, Das alex. Akzentuationssystem 241 £., and cf. XLIV 3152 (E. Hipp.) 375.

3719. Euripipks, Iphigenia in Aulis 913~18
49 5B.99/C(1-3)b 4 X 10cm Third century

A few line-ends, together with a nota personae from the next column, in an angular
sloping script of familiar type belonging more probably to the third than the second
century. The trimeters (917fl.) were evidently indented in relation to the preceding
trochaic tetrameters. There is a (marginal?) cursive note of obscure import below v. 918,
at the point where Achilles’ reply to Clytemnestra’s appeal should begin; much of this
speech is considered interpolated by some scholars, but I do not know if the note has any
bearing on that. Ifit is assumed (a) that the nota personae KAv'r’ stands by v. 977, and (b)
that Achilles’ speech was as long in the papyrus as it is in LP, there will have been just
over 50 lines to the column: unusually many, though not enough to invalidate the latter
assumption. Back blank.

Other 14 papyri: P. Leiden inv. 510 (CRAI 1973, 292~402; lyric extracts), P. Kéln
IT 67.

ewco]pac yv[vy
ka]xotc Opacy [
915 ] cv pov
cecwc|pela
didrpo]v peya

7] exver

9777
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919 The note stands on the same level as the expected line of text, and its extant part begins just about at
the point where v. 91g would be expected to end. Similarly below, the lines of text would be expected to extend
up tojust about the point where the papyrus survives—if not beyond: but no textual inference can be built on
this. The note may be merely a gloss on Achilles’ opening line, v. 919, SgmAddpwr pot Qupde alperar mpdew, but it
is somewhat abraded and 1 cannot make it out (not e.g. ¢Jopeiras at the beginning). It may continue on the
following line, since there appear to be traces of ink there too.

3720. Lire or AEsor
(AppENDUM TO 3331)

Plate X1
28 4B.62/A(1) 19 X 32 cm Third century

Another, more substantial picce of the same manuscript from which came XLVII
3331. The text is written across the fibres, apparently on the back of a roll, but the front is
blank except for two mutually isolated scrawls which I cannot decipher, possibly Latin.
3720 gives the full height of two consecutive columns of 57 and 58 lines respectively, each
28 cm deep and ¢. 10 cm across. Upper margin at least g cm, lower at least 2.5. Similarly
tall columns on roll backs are I1I 454 (Plato, Gorg., Turner, GMAW 62) and VI 852
(Eur. Hyps., GMAW 31).

The portion now represented, §§ 107-11 Perry, belongs to the section of the Life in
which Aesop is in the service of the king of Babylon—a section transferred to Acsop en
bloc from the Assyrian Book of Ahiqar.! Aesop, the king’s Stotxnric and problem-solver,
is falsely accused of treason by his adopted son and condemned to death, but is secretly
saved from exccution (cf. the situation in the prosimetric narrative of P. Turner 8).
When next the king has an insoluble {%rnua posed him by the king of Egypt, Aesop is
revealed as being stll alive—it is at this point that 3720 commences—and having
delivered a lengthy homily to his adopted son (§§ 109-10) who thereupon dies, proceeds
to save the situation.

The Ahiqar story is set in an earlier epoch, in the time of Sennacherib or
Esarhaddon, and has undergone a number of surface transformations in its grafting on
to Aesop. Ahiqar is simply displaced by Aesop (and thus, unlike Ninus, loses his Assyrian
identity). Other adjustments are the identification of the king of Babylon as Lycorus,?
and that of the king of Egypt as Nectanebo. The choice of Nectanebo, the last native
Pharaoh, is natural enough, given his cultural significance as reflected e.g. in the
Alexander Romance (see M. Pieper in RE Nektanebos; M. Braun, History and Romance in
Graeco-Oriental Lilerature 19~25, imagines a Nectanebo Romance: the ‘Dream of
Nectanebus’, Pack? 2476, may in fact be considered such). That he is discomfited by

1 Ahiqgar has been found apparently listed as ummanu under Esarhaddon in a cunciform tablet of the
Scleucid period from Uruk (J. van Dijk in XVIII Vorliufiger Bericht . . . Ausgraben in Uruk-Warka, Winter 1959/6o
(Dcutsche Orient-Gesellschaft, Abhandlungen 7, Berlin 1962), 43-53, csp. 45 Il 19f; J. C. Greenfield,
Hommages & André Dupont-Sommer (Paris 1971) 49£; cf. E. Reiner, Orientalians 30 (1961) 1-11; H. L. Ginsbergin
ANET? 427). Thus he at least is a historical figure.

2 Not Lycurgus: 3720 joins P. Berol. inv. 11628 in calling him Adkwpoc. See further on 21.
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Aesop is no indication of anti-Egyptian sentiment on the part of the dominant Greek-
speaking sector of the population: itis just that the Greek—more strictly, Phrygian—has
stepped into the shoes of the Assyrian. In any case I see no argument here (pace Rose, CR
Ns 8 (1953) 154, and La Penna, Athenaeum 40 (1962) 2711.) against Perry’s inherently
plausible opinion that this part of the Aesop Life originated in Lgypt. Lycorus king of
Babylon is an infinitely less familiar figure, and I do not know what basis he may have in
history.

The earliest extant version of the Ahigar story is the fragmentary Aramaic one
found among the documents of the Jewish mercenaries at Elephantine (E. Sachau,
Aramdische Papyrus und Oslraka aus einer jidischen Milildrkolonie zu Elephantine (Leipzig
1911), Papp. 49-59, cf. prel. xx—xxiii; A. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifith Century Bc
(Oxford 1923) 204-48; J. M. Lindenberger, “The Aramaic Proverbs of Ahiqar’ (Diss.
Johns Hopkins Univ., 1974)). The story became widely diffused, and versions exist in
many languages, principally Syriac, Arabic, and Armenian (F. C. Conybeare, J. Rendel
Harris, A. Smith Lewis, The Story of Ahikar [Cambridge 11898 21913}, idd. in R. H.
Charles, dpocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament [Oxford 1913]1i 715-77). In all
versions but the Aramaic, Ahigar delivers two speeches to his adoptive son: one at the
outset of the story, the ‘Proverbs’, a conventional piece of wisdom literature, the other at
the end, the ‘Parables’ (it consists mainly of similitudes, ‘My son, thou art like . . ), in
reprehension of his protégé’s ingratitude. In the Acsop Life the two are collapsed into
one. Structurally Aesop’s speech is the equivalent of the second of Ahiqar’s (except in
that it comes before, not after, the trip to Egypt) and it has the same mortifying effect on
the young man, but in content it corresponds more to the first, consisting as it does of a
disconnected series of precepts, with little or no bearing on the current situation. In the
Elephantine papyrus the narrative survives only as far as the false report of Ahiqar’s
death (Papp. 49-52, apparently consecutive); and Ahiqar has no extended address to his
adoptive son down to that point. (It is true that P. Grelot, Documents araméens d’ Egypte
(Paris 1972), 427-52, puts the sayings towards the beginning of the narrative,
interposing them between col. i and col. ii [of Sachau’s Pap. 49]; but these are two
physically consecutive columns!) The rest of the Elephantine fragments (Papp. 53-9), of
unfixed order and location, are all taken up with the sayings of Ahiqar. Their place (or
places) in the narrative is unclear, except in so far as they do not occupy the position
occupied by the proverbs in the Syriac etc.; most probably, I think, they will have
constituted a single specch and have preceded the Egyptian episode (of which there is no
trace in the Blephantine fragments: but it is an integral part of the tale).

The Elephantine version of the Ahiqar story, which is much the earliest and
possibly in the original language, thus appears to have an affinity with the Acsop Life’s
form of the narrative, at least in that cach of them lacks an initial wisdom-speech.
Assuming the Elephantine version to be faithful to the original form of the tale, Cowley
(209{.) envisages a single collection of sayings that was later divided into the two sets that
we find in the other Ahiqar versions. Perry’s view (Aesopicai, pref. 5-10) is rather thatitis
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the later versions that preserve the pristine form, while the Aramaic and the Greek
together represent an aberrant form of the story that was current in Egypt. Affinity with
the Elephantine version may not be quite so close or so significant as Perry supposes, but
there are certainly structural inconcinnities in the Aesop version, and it may be agreed
that however matters may stand with the Elephantine text the narrative as given in the
Aesop Life, with its single set of injunctions, is a deformation of an original Ahiqar
narrative in which Ahiqar had two discrete speeches, each appropriate in its place. This
is not to say that cither speech originated in the Ahiqar tale itself; their relative
contextual freedom suggests otherwise.

In the Aesop Life, as Perry trenchantly points out (pref. gf.), the adoptive son’s
death immediately after the speech is inadequately motivated; but I would suppose this
to be due to elimination of vindictiveness from the Ahiqar role as being out of keeping
with the character of Aesop. The match between the two, while close enough to enable
the transfer of the story from the one to the other, was not perfect. It is in line with this
that Aesop, unlike Ahiqar, had prevailed on the king to spare the young man’s life.

The story scems to have been popular indeed in Roman Egypt. There are four
previously known papyri of the Aesop Life (P. Berol. inv. 11628, PSI II 156, P. Oxy.
XVII 2083, and P. Ross. Georg. I 18, for all of which see Perry, Studies in the Text History
of the Life and Fables of Aesop (APA Philological Monographs 7, 1936), 27-70), and
3331+ 3720 joins not only them but also two demotic papyri of the Ahiqar tale: Pap.
Cairo s.n. (FEA 16 (1930) 31, identified by Spiegelberg, OLZ 33 (1930) 961) and Pap.
Berlin P 29729 (Verzeichnis d. or. Hss. in Deutschland, Suppl. 19 (1976) 181-5); though
presumably Ahiqar in demotic travelled quite independently of the Greek appropria-
tion of the story for Aesop.!

Two complete versions of the Aesop Life are extant: one in the tenth-century codex
G (Pierpont Morgim Library MS 397), unknown before 1952, the other in the
manuscripts of the so-called Westermann recension, W (MRLWYV, SBP). Among the
latter, the group SBP is contaminated—or rather enriched —with material evidently
drawn from some other source; and an important accession to this group is the early
cleventh-century codex Th, a single leaf with parts of §§ 110-11, published by Perry in
Byz. Zeit. 59 (1966) 285-90. For §§ 109-10, Aesop’s paraenesis, we have yet another
version in the extract of Cod. Vindobonensis theol. gr. 128. All these texts, with the
exception of the more recently discovered fragment Th, are published by Perry in his
Aesopica 1 (1952). But the text of Cod. G hereabouts happens to be extraordinarily
corrupt and lacunose, so that Perry relegates its text of §§ 109-10 to a footnote, n. 551.

For a detailed account of the textual history of the Life see Perry, TAPA 64 (1933)
198-244, Aesopica 1 1-92, Byz. Zeil. loc. cit. In one point Perry’s account may be

! The Romanian and Slavonic versions of the Ahiqar tale may be presumed to have come via Greek, but no
non-Acsopic Greek version of the story is found, nor may the earlier existence of one be inferred from the fact
that Ahigar was apparently known, as an Assyrian wise man, in classical Greece. A modern Greek version is
reported, however (I, Altheim and R. Stiehl, Die aramdische Sprache unter den Achaimeniden i 183).
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questioned. Differences from G and from W appear variously in the papyri, in SBP(Th),
and in Cod. Vind. All these are attributed by Perry to a common source, which he terms
w, supposedly a single version of the Life current in the second century. But the
hypothesis of a unitary source for all the various non-GW witnesscs is hardly in keeping
with the realities of textual transmission as evidenced by the papyri, and receives specific
confutation in the discrepancies between the present papyrus and the Vienna codex.

While the papyrus is generally closer to G than to the W tradition (see c.g. 1,
2-4, 12-14, 106), it not infrequently agrees with the W tradition against G (c.g. 1-2
wkAnbivar, 4 éddrpucev, 8f. dmép dv raryydpncev adrod ¢ Alvoc, 112 mpdc 10 éxelvwy
BovAqua). Perhaps rather more in the W recension is inherited than might have been
thought, and correspondingly less to be assigned to later rewriting. At 1o there is an
agreement with SBP against all the other witnesses: this in conformity with Perry’s
recognition that SBP, while basically W manuscripts, occasionally draw on another
source. And at 19 an apparent tense-agreement with MW shows that M may preserve
original W readings against R, as well as confirming the independent value of the pure
(non-SBP) W tradition.

But often the papyrus stands alone. It is more distant both from G and from W
than they are from cach other. Its narrative is rarely shorter, and sometimes gives
circumstantial detail not to be found in G or W (e.g. the phrases at 8 and 22). For all the
suspicion that properly attaches to longer texts in general (especially perhaps in the
case of a popular quasi-biographical work of no fixed constitution, cf. the Gospels),
the papyrus’ text gives little impression of having been padded; rather, the versions
of G and W appear abridged in relation to 3720, much as W is itself abridged in
relation to G.

In §§ 109-110, Aesop’s speech to his adoptive son,! the differences among the
various versions are greater, and the Vienna codex comes into play. The bulk of the
speech consists of a more or less inconsequent succession of general precepts: over and
above the usual textual variabilities are more substantive discrepancies. In addition the
text of G is horribly mutilated, and W has been invaded by gnomic monostichoi.? Cod.
Vind. has some precepts of which there is no trace in G (those corresponding to the
papyrus’ 1. 451, 84-7, 9o-2, 95-7), and G has some which Cod. Vind. does not (~ pap.
50-6, 62f., 63-5); W, once purged of its interpolations, has none which is not at least
partially represented in either G or Cod. Vind. All the precepts variously represented in

! The name, which probably occurred in the papyrus at 1. g (cf. fr. 2. 6) but is too damaged to read, is
uncertain: Alvoc W, Aivoc Cod. Vind., HAwoc G. Perry takes Aivoc to be in error for Advoc: perhaps the reverse?
In view of the latent rivalry between Acsop and Apollo that may be detected in the Life, Linus may be no less
suitable a name for Aesop’s son than Aenus. As for G’s Helios, it is preferred by Adrados (Historia de la fébula
greco-latina i 678, cf. id., Quad. Urb. Ns 1 (1979) 103), while La Penna suggests (Athenacum 40 (1962) 267) that
‘Sun’ may have been substituted for ‘Fable’ by an oriental redactor; it scems to me more likely to be merely
a corruption {from AINOC via ATHOQ?). In Ahiqar he is Nadan or Nadin.

2 8. Jikel, Menandri Sententiae (Tcubner 1974), prints the whole of the W version of Acsop’s speech as App.
13. But the trimeters need to be separated out from the prose in which they are embedded.
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the medieval witnesses (s presumed interpolations apart) are present in the papyrus,
though not always in just the same form. Evidently material has independently dropped
out of Cod. Vind. and of G. (The alternative would be to suppose that the papyrus and
either G or Cod. Vind. together represent an interpolated tradition, but I take the
papyrus version to be fundamentally sincere.) Further: the papyrus gives more complete
versions of some precepts carried only imperfectly in the sum of the other texts, and in
addition carries a couple not found in them at all: 46-50, 60-2. As to the wording of
material carried in common, the papyrus stands perhaps closer to the text which
underlics G than to Cod. Vind., though the condition of G’s text makes it difficult to
speak with any precision and certainly the papyrus shows several agreements with Cod.
Vind. against G. And W and SBP(Th) are shown to be not quite negligible even where
Cod. Vind. is extant. (La Penna, art. cit. 268, holds itis W¥’s version of the specch that is
closest to the original, and Cod. Vind.’s the most distant, but there seems to me nothing
to favour this view, and much against it.) But as a rule the papyrus’ phrasing is not
identical with that of any of the other versions; it is superior much more often than not,
I would say.

For all the irrelevance of the majority of the precepts to their context in the story, it
does look as if in the papyrus there was greater circumstantial cohesion between the
speech and its surroundings than is to be found in the other versions, and itis all the more
unfortunate that Il. 28-30 and 100f., either side of the speech, are too badly damaged to
admit of secure restoration. And the speech itself seems to have opened in appreciably
more consequent fashion, to the extent that ll. 31-42 can be seen to have been, atleastin
origin, a logically connected series of sentences founded on the young man’s ungrateful
behaviour; though here again the damage is an impediment.

In the corresponding speech of Aesop, Ahiqar’s utterances have been almost wholly
replaced. (Even within the Ahiqar tradition itself there is very little correspondence
between the sayings preserved in the Elephantine papyrus and those of the other
versions, and much discrepancy among the latter.) One clear remnant, preserved by
Cod. Vind. as well as the papyrus, is the injunction to forget anything heard év Baciduky
adii (45f., where see n.); this is the first of Ahiqar’s sayings in his first spcech. The
succeeding sentence(s) in the papyrus may possibly continue this, but I do not find itin
any of the extant Ahiqar versions. The only other carry-over that I can firmly identify,
one that has survived in all versions of the Aesop specch (pap., Cod. Vind., G, W), is the
injunction to be affable (82-4, ~ Ahikar Syriac A 2. 38 = Syriac B 2. 5): a dog’s tail gets
him bread, his mouth gets him blows. This too comes from the first of Ahigar’s specches,
not the second. I find no detail in the fragments of the sayings of Ahiqar in the Aramaic
papyrus in common with anything in Aesop’s speech. (It might be possible to argue that
Acsop’s answer to one of Nectanebo’s questions Jater on [§ 1 15], comparing him to the
sun, is drawn from Ahigar’s ‘Glorious is a king to see, like Shamash’, 1. 108
Cowley = prov. 26 Grelot, but I should doubt there is anything in this. See also on
75-9.) There may be points of contact with the Ahiqar sayings that I have not detected,
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but if so they are no more prominent in the papyrus’ version of the speech than in the
later manuscripts’ versions.

The medievally transmitted texts of this section of the Life (except for Th, sce
above) are to be found in Perry, Aesopica i 68-70 (G and Cod. Vind.) and 1o1-2 (),
with a collation of the W MSS (incl. SBP) at 191-~5.

A recent discussion of the Aesop Life is by F. R. Adrados, Historia de la fdbula greco-
latinai 661-98, cf. id., Quad. Urb. Ns 1 (1979) 93-114.

There is a certain amount in common between the precepts of Aesop and those of

fr. 1 col. i
Joem, de. . ... exede[ . ]. €. a.  ovichy
lapayevo, €[, . ]. . eavroviopw. . . . kat
l.ov.. . ka, vrw, . Swryvmo, . Xpovioy
lx.vamo, po. . .  [.. Jaclke, . 8a,  vcevka,
5 1.0, cavr [, Jal. ... T.a[...]. . ex[. Junw. [
Japevor[.]. . e.. . [.1.[.. Jacl......1.[..1.70.[
Jocay [, 7. .. ... .. voey, [..]. . 7orovBal
lead[ 1. . .7ea[.].. . . vcam. doy[.].. .0, pawr[

Lo UL L Lvevr, (L1 L] [ Jex,  myve, nravem, [

1o 0l 1.v[.  Jwe. [.]...v... dewwcyceByrora
lumare, aducar, 08, [, Jecw

Inl...].. . varo. £ vraSeewairpomato, ¢
18.0...... 18m[. 1. wcl. 1. vxwpycacovvoBacidevc
15 Irl....]. .97 0. cwmwmo, , w0helichaBar

1e.[.1.. L. 1. odnvrovrar. [L1. . [ ]. evBac

J.w. 1 va vovcde, [, ], mockarem, vouc

I7.. .. sdace, epnavriypathovavre, v
1..... evcout voucodounc|, Jvrarovmup
20 1..... okpulnco, evovTaemepwTwiLe

1..[.1.¢. . vrapedyravraakovcacolvkw

lo. .. pe. Bewcr . TwvaryymriwvBacided
].... 7. enlerncevmpocverTaveBwrere

25 1. avrwdoblpvarryvirncwnrefapync



8790. LIFE OF AESOP 155

the Seven Wise Men in the collection attributed to Sosiades (Stob. i go fl. Meineke, cf.
Dittenberger, Splloge® no. 1268, J. Schmidt in RE Suppl. vii 1220). I do not detail the
correspondences, but the connection should be noted.

[I take this opportunity of noting that the obscene episode of the Life represented in
3331 has some affinity with the ‘Adulteress’ mime, 111 413 back (H. Wiemken, Der gr.
Mimus 81-106), where too an attempt is made to seduce a slave Acsop. A particular
point of contact is the phrase cé ckdmrew éxélevo(v) in that mime (117), cf. 3331 4; only
there, though the context is similarly sexual, the meaning is literal not allegorical. ]

col. i
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icéfedv éctw.] 7[0]v viomoiycduev[ov 8]e[f c]répyew
10 .12 Tov|ToUC pev yap av[dyxn 5] moteiv
dia v Ppict]v, 7d 8¢ éx mpoapéc[ewc cT]épyovty Oi-
mAaclovc dmr]odibdvar 8ei Tac xapi[ralc. Ty kabnue-
pwn Tpo]day xpnciuny Aduflav]e ac v Sivy,
4 N b A R4 3 ’ » A L4
va kal elc 7]y abpiov SpexTir| ] Tepoc Tjc Kal ov-
< Is 3 ~ 3 A~ N 3 4
45 Twc vywadvy]c. év BactAt) addf) éav droveyc

71, évamofové]rw [clo(t], ml1] < év Tdxe dmoldvyc. €lic

. 12 1.[..1. . [ Ipevdpevoc kdrw «[pJomre
¢ 13 lp. xat yap dmapyovcw adrica, |
¢. 13 1... dgmAorépouvc éxovcw 8u, [

50 ¢ 15 ] xaraBdAdovc. Toic éxfpoic

cov Sewov éavTo |y molet, iva wit cov kaTappovdcw:
Toic 0¢ didoic mpdlo[v k]ai peradorikdy, va edvoi-
kdTepol covc. 4 ], ., . ovrar. Tovc §¢ éxlpovc eb-
xou ¢. 3 | [ ¢ 5] xla]i [7]évecOas, iva kato mdvra
55 662 Jol[, ][, 7]edc [8]¢ ¢p[{]Aovc cov covdpovoivrac
.6 Iy [ 9 ]19A0ywqBiw. v y[vvali-

«{ cov xpnera Spides,} e Teipay ¢AN[o]y

53 L -wvras



6o

70

75

8o

ENOWN LITERARY TEXTS

col. ii

avdpoc, plednc.  afewx[. ] do. .|

. Tov, gvocecTive, | dakeypevo, |

ovdpovetapaprave, [ Jrover o, [

e, weretivap, axer o, [].0. ]

LovcwdOovovdevyeemcrapn, , oc[

povavrayw , icryvavroveove|  Jva, [

Taiil/ln)\aom()@p;_w, vTagcaTo | |

W[

Lerneydwcey, eyowopnd [, ], [
pevocmatavaxg, | o yape. dilo. [

Aach cerarroicevT ar Tov o

covyarpecarpedelecavrovty|, Je, [

dlovwyv

L Jovavr[ pBrarrar, [

covemrgpe [, ]. . era,  Sovcavr [, ], .[

va []w

ep. LY. LY.L lwwewbopo, [ Ja. .

0 Jvrperaw, Ta, [

royap[, ].v[. Jcavruradovmpo, [
oAnvy , pryvnuepgvomhile | .

vpwccovre, pu,  cyrovkald, [ ][

sl

L..]I[

7pocTodapf[, Iricuevardaxa, [

np. . .v. 7evdea 0. evevr[

.....

vour[. ... ). vavrower, o1, .8, [

.......

el e9 Jem [
ta, [ e7 Jocad [, .1 .9[
pev, [ eq ] vy [l .. 1.1
tove, [ eq4 ], Mo, [L]v.]es ][

rop[l.[ «8 Jeo.(]..[lo. . val
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col. ii
avdpoc wi Bedricy AaBeiv: k[o]ddov y[ap
.70V yévoc éctiv, kexodakevuévoy [8¢
o0 dpovei apaprdve[v]. Tover o, [
mAely wPéler, iva un kaxer, o, [1.0.[
Lovcw. $pO6vov pedye, émcrduevoc [icyvpdTe-
pov avTaywvicTyy adTov cob €[l|var. |
Ta BYmAa olkodopolvrac dmo Taw i8] olkodo-
unpdrwv kardBalde. Toic o, [ Bdde-
Le Thc yAdeenc. év oivew pun di[AoAd]yer émibewvi-
wevoc morl8elyav: draipoc yap copilope[voc Tic karaye-
AacOicerar. Toic €6 mpdrrovct w1 $O[dver dAXa kai
covyarpe, kal pebééewc adrav ti[c] ed[mpaéiac: 6 yap
$lovav dyv[o]dv avr[o]y BAdmTer. TA[v SovAwy
cov émyuer[o]d, peradibovc avroli]c a[d’ dv éxerc,
wa un [w]c kbpudy [ce élvTpémrawrtar, [dAAa kat wc
ev]epy[é]mpy [T]e[Judcw. Bupod k[plare(r. édv 7e mapy-
k]paxac pavldvy[cl, pr alcxulilc Bédriov yap
Supal0h)v 7 duabiy kadeichar. 715 y[vwaii cov
kpuTTdY Kal droppriTwy un[8év 8oy Tiber:
76 yap [ylév[o]c avrimadov mpoc [ty copBiwciv écrwv
S yap T fuépav omAilerar [kal]y[uévn, unyxavwpé-
v1 e cod kupiedey. Tov kalbpu[e]p[wov Biov (e
mpoc 76 AapBla]vicuer, dAda kal [elc 7w alipiov dmo-
7 pldwv érevdeachaor. ebévrevkToc kai kowdc yi-
vou 7[oic cJuvavTdci cot, €ldw[c 67v kal T kvvi 1) 0dpa
dprov [mop)ile[L], T6 8¢ cTépa m[Anydc. émi cwdpocivy
peyaldogpdver, u]n émi x[plipace
ta, . [. .. xaploc dpe[iAe]To, 7 [8¢ dmdplnToc dia-
wéver. [éav e]oTuyrjen(c], un [prmc]ixarfeyc
Todc &y [Opot]c, pdAov 8[€] avr[ove €] wlolet, va. pe-

rap[élMevrac . ] 10, [ 1. . [] olov d[vipa

67 1. draipwc 69 1. cyxatpe 7% L. Tipdew 75 1. Supadd, duads

éme- vel évdéeclar
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cava[ ¢. 12 ]LCC[]"):‘“[][

7,8[  c10 ] L ocr[. ] v [
ma,, ove . [ ] vpov. . []....[
stpov, veap[, Jv.  mpocka, . . [.18..1
vape €[ Jeve, . [, Jo. avre. .. ... [

Tope. . . [ ]. deyopevaerepol,  Jav, 0. [
peyadprrncequny. e, 8. [ 17, . [

ToUTAYTRE, TW, 0a, ., o¢.  wp, [
AU7TOUILL.€VO.C€7TLT(,'U'_Y].8LI_(’T]_ €, [

pepa, 7[, 1., [ lesor], Japr. pn. [, Jov.[
mmMafevodeqscwr, ¢ [ 1.[....].[

kpeac, [, ], 7. wcavrovery|

emevf[, 1. [..]..0¢[.1.vral,. ... 1.0

.. evra, exe) veevev [ ] ol Jaf

covc, [J8erompocraxfe, [ 1. [1.[. Ic[

TamTepadiwvd, wovcor | Teu, e[
exelevcevav,  vcovtwrp|, JpecOauc, | [
v, weravwegurwvradacBacrale|
pevoderedewoikal , [Toveradacndn, [
Lovrecquirravroemiihnlovrovae [
Avyovdedepevoievkalwimrooryap, | [
moucw , avmpoctoekewwvBovAnuar|]y. [
cweroy v, poowvaicwrog, 7o, fa. [
Avcwpwe, Al Jucevercal, .., vewrr, [

vauroremoe, [ ], xayperamodne, [ Ja. |



90

100

105

110

115

3720. LIFE OF AESOP 161

cava[ 1z Tloc [ ] pé[A]Afe, dAXG xo-
wia 8[1Sodc, émcrd]|pevoc T[] Tox [y w7 odcav
mapapovipny. Y[{10vpov kai 5[t]dBoA[ov avdpa

b 4 A \ » k]
elpwvevcdpu[e]vov mpoc kaipov é[k]BaA[Ae oD

\ 4 3 I ¢ 7/ N A \ ~
yap éve|x]ev edvo[lac], dcadTwe yap Ta v[wo cod mpar-

’ \ /’ € 4 3 14 3 \
Tépeva k[all Aeydueva érépo[ic] avabifcerar. éml
peydAn krijcel uy xaipe, pndé [é]mi uluwcpd Av-

~ 3 -~ b A ¢ ” 3 4 ¢ A 5

700.” Tabra elmaw ¢ Aicwmoc éxwpi[cly. 6 6¢ Alvoc
Avrrodpevoc émi T Nduenréviar kal 8a Adywy
pepactedyac[8]at, dnlox]aprepiic[ac 7]ov Bliov pe-
hHAdafev. 6 8¢ Aicwmoc | [, ].[....].(

14 ~ 3 A >
xjcac A[ajpumpdc adTov éxr|
erévl[nclev. |pe]ra 8¢ [T]adra [mpock]a[Aecapevoc 111
tbevTac éxédevcev cov[Anddi|vali] d[erdv 6 veoc-
cote o] 8¢ 76 wpocraxBév [élr[o]i[n]c[av. Aafwy
8¢ Todrouc 6 Alcwmoc érei[A]ev ad[rd]v [Ta écya-
éxélevcer adrovc ovTw Tp[é]peclar kai pulavba-
vew émdvw éavr@v maidac Bacrdle[w. yevd-
pevor 8¢ Téletor ka[i] Todc matdac 7ion Blacra-
Lovrec avimravro émt TyfmAod Tob aépfoc -
Alyov 8edepévor év kdAw: Smijroou yap fcfav Tolc
matciy kal wpoc 76 éxelvawy Bobdnua 1. [
cw émowotvro. 6 odv Aicwmoc dmoralapfevoc 74
Avkarpw émA[elvcev eic A[lyumrov cdv Tolic aeToic

rxal Toic mawc[i]v kal pera moAMjc wa[plac]kevijc

99 L pepacriydclar 103 1. codAdndlivar 105 L. ériler
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... . T will call you [Hermippus] my saviour.” He [King Lycorus] ordered him [Acsop] to be
summoned. On his arrival, long-haired, dishevelled(?) and filthy on account of his lengthy confinement, the
king turned and wept, and for shame (?) (told) him to wipe out (?) .. . and after having a wash (?) then to make
his grecting. Aesop after refreshing himself' (?) made his grecting to the king and after giving him a kiss began to
defend himself against the accusations that Aenus (or Linus) had made against him; and {the king),
recognizing the truth, wanted to kill the young man as one who had acted impiously against a righteous father.
But Acsop prevented him, saying that a dead man would have death as a cloak for his shame, whereas a living
man was the trophy of his own conscience. So the king, agreeing that he should live, said to Aesop, “Do what
you wish. Take and read this letter from the king of Egypt.” When Aesop had read it and recognized the puzzle
he laughed and said, “Write him this in reply: I shall send you one who will build the tower and answer the
questions when winter is past.”” On hearing this Lycorus, without asking him the meaning, immediately(?)
dispatched his ambassadors o the king of Egypt in accordance with Aesop’s wishes, to Nectanebo. And he
gave orders for his original property to be given (back) to him, made him Grand Vizier (again) and committed
(Acnus) into his hands. Acsop, taking the young man to himself once again (?), did him no (violence?) but
showed him (?) (the error of his ways?) in words (?), admonishing him with a view to the future (?), beginning
as follows:

“Hearken to my words, my son Aenus (or Linus) —words through which you were educated before, but
failed to return due thanks, For it was not for these (thanks?) that I raised you and educated you, butso that. ..
Sofor the future keep my words safe like property in trust. First of all revere God, fear king; for poweris godlike.
One should love an adoptive father (like natural parents); for the benevolence of the latter is a necessity of
nature, but to him who loves by choice one should pay thanks twofold. Take your daily sustenance as uscful as
you can, so that you may have more appetite the next day and so be healthy, If you hcar anything in the
royal court, let it die within you, lest you quickly die. As you go on your way(?) to. ..., bend low. . . ; for. . . have
higher. ... throw down. To your enemics be dire, so that they may not contemn you; to your friends be mild and
generous, so that they may grow to be better disposed to you. Pray that your cnemies live in sickness and
poverty, so that they may be altogether powerless; pray that your friends lead a life of sobricty, for they will
benefit you cither by word or by conduct. Deal kindly with your wife, so that she may not want to try out
another man; for woman is fickle (and capricious), and when flattered is not minded to go wrong; and treat
your scrvants cven better(?), in case they too run ofT to those who will not punish them(?). Avoid Envy, in the
knowledge that he is a stronger opponent than you; (do not?) throw down those who dwell in the heights from
their own dwellings. Go more sharply (?) with your feet(?) than your tongue, Do not philologize when in wine,
showing off cducation; for when one is clever out of scason one will be laughed 1o scorn. Do not be envious of the
successful but join them in their joy, and you will share in their success; for the jealous man unwittingly docs
harm to himself. Look afier your slaves, giving them a share in what you have, so that they may not respect you
as their lord and master but honour you as their benefactor. Control anger. If you learn something when you
are past your prime, do not be ashamed,; for it is better to be called a late learner than an ignoramus. Reveal to
your wife nothing thatis secret and not to be spoken of; for woman is antagonistic to an equal partnership, for
she sits the whole day long making plans, machinating how to gain mastery over you. Seek your day-to-day
livelihood with a view (o what is being got (), but also lay up in store for the morrow; foritis better toleave it to
cnemies than to go in want of friends. Be affable and open to those who meet you, knowing that cven for a dog
his tail gets him food, his mouth a beating. Be proud of decency, not of possessions; for possessions the appointed
time(?) takes away, but decency endures safe from destruction, If you mect with success, do not bear grudges
against your enemies, but rather do good to them, so that they may repent when they know what sort of a man
they wronged. When you are in a position to excrcise compassion do not hesitate, but tire yourself out with
giving, in the knowledge that fortune is not lasting. A back-biting and slanderous man when he dissimulates(?)
throw out in good time; for (he behaves as he does) not for the sake of good will, for in just the same way he will
communicate your doings and sayings to others. Do not rejoice over great possession, nor grieve over little.”
With these words Acsop departed. Aenus (PLinus), in gricf at having done wrong and at having received a
tongue-lashing, starved himself to death. Aesop, (not expecting this?), gave him an illustrious burial after he
had passed away (?) and mourned him.

After this he summoned fowlers and told them to catch four cagle nestlings; and they carried out his
instruction. Acsop took them and plucked out the wing-tip feathers, which scem to give them swifiness of
flight, and gave orders that they should so be reared and should learn to carry boys on top of themselves.
When they were fullgrown and now capable of carrying the boys they started flying high in the sky lightly
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reined on a rope, for they obeyed the boys and flew in accordance with their will. So Acsop took his leave of
Lycorus and sailed to Egypt with the eagles and the boys and with a great deal of equipment . .

1-2 Possibly (xald before eéhe[v]cev (not ~ce §°), an casy loss afier -pac. écédevcer with G and SBP (cf.
mpockatecdpevoc 102), khnbivar with Ww.

2.4 Closcly similar to G. mapayevopévov with W against G's mapayevapévov, but hardly significant, cf.
yevdpe[voc at 34 below. (Similarly rapayevdpevoc with G at P. Berol. 11628. 36 will not be significant, pace
Perry, Studies §8; the same fluctuation in ¢.g. the a recension of the Alexander Romance [Kroll, pref. v} and in
the life of Secundus.)

At the beginning ol 3, not ~gvroc or -otvroc. katw]ypovroc (for -Gvroc, cf. e.g. G’s komdvrwy in 17, or
ciydpevoc in 23) might fit. So would e.g. cade]dorroc, xwAe|fovroc, but what is wanted, 1 suppose, is another
word describing his appcarance of bodily disrepair--a scene which the Book of Ahiqar presents more
picturesquely, Ahiqar’s fingernails having grown like cagle’s talons (Ahikar 5. 11).

&8drpucev with W,

5-7 A wash and brush-up is enjoined (cf. Ahikar 5. 12-14). But the papyrus evidently differed quite
widely from both G and W, which differ in turn from cach other.

5 ].0ec. The doubtful letter suggests e or c. A participle in -clefc scems indicated, c.g. dpyrcfeic, alBecOeic
(cf. the Syriac and Armenian versions, Ahikar 5. 12). Then, atrév not excluded. Towards the end of the line
e[ c]pav seems to fit the context better than other possibilities. Somewhere ékédevcev or equivalent must be
lurking. éx[érev]c[e would be a forced reading after adrdy, but [ cannot find anything better. What will have
gone with &[c]usv | am not sure; the words before it I cannot recover; Joy would be a possible decipherment of
the immediately preceding traces.

At the end of 6 [5 8¢] A[icJwros offers itsclf: the beginning of §108. Working back from there,
dlc)mldc]ac[fa (cf. G) can be recovered with some probability. For 5-6, perhaps éx[c]piv x[ai | dovc]duevor
(Move. with W). What intervened between Xovc|duevor and ¢[c]m[de]ac[fac is strictly beyond recovery;
[¢]me[c]7e possible (not wdAw or the like). A maximally reconstructed text of 5-6, then, would run:

alde]cheic adroy . [.. al. ... J.al.. . lov éelc|piv «[al
louvc]duevov [€]meli]Te ¢[c]rlde]ac[far. 6 8¢} A[iclwroc

Between [6 8¢] A[ic]wmoc (6) and f¢[nd]caro (%), if these two restorations are right, we look {or something
corresponding to ele éavrov karacrde (W), eic davrov droraracradelc EXdv (G). Presumably onc or the other -oc
in 7 is a participle ending; yevduevoc (or yevdpevoc) would be consistent with the traces, but unverifiable, and
before it, [ pw|moc is a possibility, though not the only onc. Something on the lines of dic | kaw]oc avf[pw)moc
yevdpevoc, if that is not too English an idiom?

8 $[ldnpd e a[d]7d Sode. A gucss, without counterpart in G or W, and abraded beyond possibility of
verification. The need for a connective between fig[7d]caro and dredoy[eliTo is met by the 7e, and the suggested
reading, of which the initial ¢ is reasonably assured, seems to fit both sense and space. The king kisses Ahigar on
his first appearance in the Arabic version (Ahikar 5. 12).

8-9 dredoy[e]ire with G, but dmép div wrAwith 7. No mention here of the adoptive relationship, found in
both G and I¥. The reading of the name —though there seems little doubt that the name did stand here (as in
W, not in G) s uncertain, virtually all but the ¢ having disappcared; Afvoc (W), Aivoc (Cod. Vind.’s form of
the name) both possible, TTwoce (G's form) probably not.

9-10 73w dMjbhay looks like an aflinity with G, xal T aMjlewav pel® Sprov mapecticara (sc. Aesop), to
which W has no counterpart. But 1 cannot accommodate any such assceveration in the papyrus. By L. 10 the
subject scems to have changed to the king (11 6 8¢ [Ai}cwmoc xt)), whether or not §]0e[A]er is a correct
restoration. darvy[vode is a consequent guess. But unless L have got the construction completely wrong, 6 Bacidedc
scems required; T would have expected 6 8¢ Bacidede in place of kai (which is almost certainly what is written);
perhaps émy{vode {6 BaciAedc)?

10 #]0¢[A}ev. Genitive absolute in both G and W (nom. absol. in R): §édovroc in G, pédrovroc .

[6]v veav[{]cxov. G and W (except R) both give the name here; he is referred to in this way again in the
papyrus at 28 below.

AeeBnrdra with SBP: deefijcavra MRLWYV, dferjcovra G.

11 8ikqiov. Pointed; absent from both G and W.

odx Zacev, papyrus alone: mapgricaro G (maper-, corr. Perry), jricaro W. On the form sce I'. T. Gignac,
Grammar ii 235.
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12 [, ¢ $ilcalc acceptable: eimav GW.

12-14 tebved[ra] k7. G is close, despite some surface corruption, Perry’s mending of which appears
substantially confirmed. (ue éme could stand as well for pév éew as for Perry’s pév Exew; Tob Biov is perhaps an
intrusive gloss.) W has this in direct speech, and garbled (pace La Penna, art. cit. 268).

waparxddvppa mc alcyt{vn]c. Cf. edceBelac karaxdivppa, an intrusive marginal note in G in § 7.

14-15 Word-order as G, but ody with .

15 moler & Béhic (1. @édewc). Without counterpart in either G or W, both of which plunge straight into
“AaBow v émerody” krA. The papyrus’ continuation, however, is no less abrupt, for I can see no likely way of
taking ]8e as 8¢. In the Ahiqar story (with the possible exception of the Aramaic version from Elephantine,
whose narrative survives only as far as the Scheintod) the question of the adoptive son’s punishment is not cven
raised until Ahiqar has dealt with the Egyptian problem, which is what had prompted his reappearance. Itis
on his return from his success in Egypt that the king invites him to ‘Ask what thou wilt’ (Rendel Harris’s
translation of the Syriac, Ahikar 7. 23 ~ 24-6 Arabic, 6-7 Armenian) whereupon Ahiqar asks for Nadan to be
handed over to him for punishment and vituperation. Whether or not wofee 6 8édewc is an echo of Ahiqar’s carte
blanche, the abrupt transition to the {7ryua theme here may be a sign of the dislocation of the narrative.
Subscquent transition points from the once theme to the other are at 24-5 and 102.

16 rob rdv A[l)yv[n|riwy Baci[Adéwc. This is G’s order, not W’s; SBP omit the phrasc altogether.

17 dvayvoic. .. xal émyvode. Merely émvyvovcin W, and yvodcin G. For the combination cf. the Alexander
Romance i §g, 6 dapeioc dvayvove a ypdppara AXeédvSpov éméyvw iy év adroic Sovapuw.

The {jrpua was to build a tower touching neither carth nor heaven (somewhat ironical in view of the fact
that odre yijc 007’ obpavod drrerac was proverbial émi é@v mepirrdv xai undév mpdc 76 mpdypa cvvredotvrav, Corp.
Paroem. Gr.i App. Cent. iv 47, cf. Lucian Alex. 54), and to answer any question (§ 105 ~ Ahikar 5. 2). Another
{#rnpa with both oriental and Aesopic connections is that of drinking up the sea. According to Plutarch (Conv.
sept. sap. 151 B-D) the king of Kthiopia challenged Amasis king of Egypt on this one; Bias was on hand in the
problem-solving role. But the same d8dvarov crops up in the Aesop Life (§§ 69-71) solved by Acsop for his
master Xanthus,

18 pebudcac. G and SBP copulate with the preceding participle; not MRLVW,

18-19 19b[70. 0brwCc G, omn. W.

19-21 7]éufew pév. Not méufoper, w almost certain. Neither G nor W has uév.

The éav clause (21, conceivably 8rav or éndv in pap.) comes at the beginning in W.

Tov oixodoptic[o]vra 7év mip[yov. G and W have the plural both here and in the original formulation of the
{iirpa, § 105; but the Ahigar versions apparently have the singular (5. 2). The papyrus’ word-order is with G;
but as to tense, G has the present, while the W archetype evidently (pace Perry) had the future, as the papyrus,
and SBP have uéMovrac oixodopeiv.

70v dmoxpilncduevor 1o émepwrdue[va. SBP, together with V, here have the present. As for rd
érepwrdpelva, G has ra épwripara here, but 76 émepwrdipevor in § 116; W has only cou here, and a relative
clause in § 116. Cf. also § 105,

21-4 G and W shorter, and mutually similar. Asyndeton with G (cf. § 106 init. and § 113 ad fin. in W),
7]ovc mpécPerc with W,

Abkew[poc (not named here in G or W): this spelling, confirmed at 114, is given also by the Berlin fragment,
P. Berol. 11628, the only other papyrus in which the name occurs. Both in G and in W (SBP apart) it has
become the familiar (to a Greek) Avrodpyoc, while the SBP tradition indicates (an intermediate?) Avxodpoc.
Lyceros, the name by which he is traditionally known, has no rcal authority, sec Perry, Studies 53, 57f. Cf.
mtro.

©7 épwricac abrdv ov 8pov. A guess, without counterpart in GW; ‘without asking him the meaning’, i.c.
without asking for ‘definition’ or ‘specification’ of his intentions. The king might have been expected to seck
cnlightenment: such was his confidence in Aesop that he did not. But this is questionable, especially as regards
the meaning of 8poc.

23 At beginning, e.g. edfic, mdAw, obrwe.

24 xabac krA. Unrepresented in GW. mpdc Newravefaw at least reads like a gloss. The spelling of the name
is Nexravefdc in I, Berol. 11628 (30, cf. 22f), -avafdv in G (nom. acc. gen., -B¢ dat.; nom. -8 once, 112),
~evafcd in W {nom. acc. gen., -B¢ dat.). The various manuscripts of the Alexander Romance present similar
variations (L. Bergson, Der gr. Alex.-Roman, Rez. B xxix). Cf. Parthey, Agyptische Personennamen 62f.

24-7 éxé[Aevcev krA. Here again G and W arc akin to cach other. At the beginning of 26, I suppose
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something like elyev, md]A[w] 8¢. The first clause, 24-6, apparently corresponds to W’s wdvra 7d adrod dmodoic,
unrepresented in G. We have (1) restoration of possessions (em. G), (2) restoration of position as Swouxnyric
(original appointment § 101 fin., succession by Aenus § 104 fin.), and (3) committal of Acnus (independent
clause as in G).

For 26f., perhaps 76v | [8¢ Aoy éxcdlo]7ov, structure as G, éxdorov with W. But the supplement scems a bit
on the short side: 8 Soménro]y? With the phrase ékSorov adr@ mapédwwe compare now éxdordy wou 8i8wew in the
Sesonchosis Romance, XLVII 3319 ii 3-4.

27 41 Scc fr. 2 for possible accessions to these lines.

27-31 6 8¢ Aicwnoc k. Most of this has no counterpart in G’s bricf introduction to the speech, or in
W’s briefer one. In the Ahigar story Nadan is tied up and beaten at this point (Syriac 7. 25 ~ Arabic 7.
27 ~ Armenian 7. 8), but Ahigar seems to have sloughed off'all trace of vengefulness in his transformation into
Aesop, NB 10-14 above and cf. 100-2 below.

At the beginning of 28, perhaps mdAw Aaf]ov ¢[i] éovrdy vel sim., cf. GIW. But many other possibilities, ¢.g.
¢[v] éavrop, a[¢’] éavrod, -€ adTo, .

ovdev is presumably 038év rather than 098" év.

The papyrus is damaged, warped, and abraded. Jeiéq in 29 is followed by an upright (not ¢): either
(-)8eikar, in which case possibly -ov[c] (or Tod -06[v]) évexa Beifai, or émedeifaro vel sim., in which case oy[, Jev
may be od[8]év.

Before Myewv, 8i6. (cf. G) cannot be excluded nor confirmed.

elc 7oy péMovra, sc. xpdvov? But the neuter would be expected, even without elc 76 péddov at 36 below.

30-41 fr. 2, q.v., may preserve remnants of the beginnings of thesc lines.

31 Here begins the Cod. Vind. extract.

31-42 Cod. Vind. is basically similar to the papyrus’ text, except that it has apparently suppressed the
second sentence (33-6 in papyrus, represented in no other version) and has generalized the adoptive son-
father relationship to a pupil-teacher one. G is very corrupt and lacunose, but was evidently closer to the
papyrus in some particulars: ¢nédwrac, om. dic 8ei, Tov vw mowodpevoc (1. Tov viomotodpevov), crépye, dvdy«y. [G's
underlying text may have been something like: Axoveov réw eudv Adywv, Hhie, (8" dv) kal mpdrepov marSevbelc
{obK) ddnbeic pov Tdc xdpitac drédwkac. . . . mpdTOV pév Bedv céfov Pacdéa Tipar 16 kpaTody yap icov e
70 viomooBpevor crépye {bc) Tode yoveic: Toic pév dvdyw) el motelv dua T e, 7 8¢ €k mpoapécewc crépfavte
Surhaciovac rac Typdc {Seiy Si8dvar wal xdprrac.] Wincorporates some alien material, but apart from that adds
nothing to G except ¢dAagov (adrodc) & 74 xapdia cov, which may be a transposed paraphrase of the sentence
ending mapaxarabijxny found in the papyrus and Cod. Vind.; the point about natural and adoptive parents has
gone. SBP eliminate the theme of ingratitude altogether —thercby severing completely the umbilical cord with
Ahiqar.

At the end of 31 7¢ is abraded beyond possibility of verification.

Sukalac ydplirac. No room for pod?

ravrac. Not radracc.

16.¢. qc in 34 could be a noun in agreecment with rajrac (c.g. | ce mde feowcexbpeiac), but (-)]6pépac (if
compound, dva-?) suits the traces well. Perhaps | rac xdpirde ce Bpépac, or Tadrac may pick up the preceding
xdpirac, as Dr Rea suggests, ¢.g. | Aadw ce xal Opépac. Either of these restorations would accommodate the
alpha of fr. 2. 8.

34-6 I cannot restore. yevdpe|[voc or -vov, I suppose (though ~yevop- in 2 above, where see nn.); in reference
to Aenus or to himself? In 35 mpdc ce looks likely enough; not, I think, Aaumpéc or -év. I cannot make out what
follows gucuxn (-xi or -xfj; not ki, iota adscript nowhere written in this papyrus), which conceivably refers to
the ‘natural’ as distinct from the adoptive relationship, cf. 41. The sentence ends at Je in 36; the options are
limited if the use of paragogic nu can be relied on; certainly it is normal clsewhere in the papyrus.

36-7 elc 76 péMov odv pddacce rode Myouc pov. The metre s accidental, I take it. The papyrus has no trace
of the monostichoi that have invaded W’s version of the speech.

38 of[oi: rina all the other texts. Perhaps cf. rode $pdPovc Adefdvdpov év Moaxedovia (= the respect in
which he was held?) in the B-recension of the Alexander Romance, p. 80. 3 Bergson. 1 Pet. 2: 17 has 7év feov
doBeicle, Tov BactAéa Tepdre, Prov. 241 21 doPod Tév Oedv, vié, xal faciréa.

38f. 6] ydp xparodv [icdfedv écrw). Tov) yap xparoiv|[ra, after G’s Tov kparoivra, would be possible, but
1 would presume that 76 kparody yép lies behind that. I restore ledfeov on the basis of Gs fcw Ba (L. icov Oegi?):
{céryov more feebly Cod. Vind. For ieéfeov cf. Acsop’s challenge to Nectanebo in § 116: ¢d 8¢ fédewc dvbpwmoc
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v lcobéw e’pt’{sw Baa)\ef (sc. Lycoro); and the Theban aulete to Alexander in thc Alexander Romance, i
46/in., 76 cov Lcdfeov xpdroc ceBopeda (cf. i 40 ad init., ii 16 ad fin.).

Gods and parents: esp. (i) Pack? 1244 (gnomology, Pap. XIII Jikel, Menandri Sententiae) 17£., [Oeov
mporina,] Sedrepov 8¢ Tovc yoveic (= Men. sent. 322). [icov feoic xpr mdvra 7]eyady Tovc yoveic (I Men. sent. 525,
vépoc yoveder{v) icolléovc Tiudc véuew); and (ii), in Graeco-Egyptian tradition, the Hypothecae of Amenophis
(Wilcken, degyptiaca, Festschrift fiir Ebers, 14211.) 3-4 Spolwc feove céBov [ral] | yovéac.

30 7[o]v viomomcduev[ov. Read by grace of G’s 7év vw mowodpevocr, which I presume represents rov
viomowoduevor (diflerently La Penna, art. cit. 273 n. 19). 7év kafyynriv cov Cod. Vind.

8)e[i cJrépyew. crépye G: 7ipa Cod. Vind.

At the beginning of 40, {ca yovedaw (as Cod. Vind.), dic Todc yoveic (ct. G), vel sim. (But see fr. 2.)

41 crlépyorti. crépfavri Cod. Vind., which is no doubt also what lics behind G’s redéavra. The papyrus is
badly damaged, but crépyovr: rather than crépéavre is indicated.

42-5 7w kabnue[pwiy kA, Represented in G and in Cod. Vind., absent from W. G stops short at §dvy.
Correspondence between the papyrus and Cod. Vind. is almost exact: wc dv 89wy kafov Sdvy Cod. Vind.
(kdfocov Westermann: xadd av?); elc ]y adpiov: elc adpiov Cod. Vind.

dpextix[w]repoc. Cod. Vind. is reported as having épevricdirepoc, Westermann’s emendation of which to
épyaTicdirepoc, printed by Perry, can now be discarded in favour of dpexrixdirepoc. {Could this be what Cod.
Vind. in fact has?) [t scems good health depends not on work but on appetite.

45-6 &v Bacthixy) addj k7). Represented in the Greek versions only in Cod. Vind., where again the
correspondence is closc.

This is the first of the precepts delivered by Ahiqar to Nadan in his first specch. There is a special affinity
with the Armenian version, not shared with the Syriac or Arabic versions, in its mention of ‘the royal gate’
(‘Son, if thou hear any word in the royal gate, make it to die and bury it in thy heart, . . .> Armenian 2. 1).

46-50 elc kA, No counterpart in any of the other versions. Possibly—but improbably? —more than a
single saying.

The first surviving traces of 47 arc extremely scant; 7[o]pevdpevoc one of the more obvious possibilities.
Thescribe wrotc xp, for kpbmre, then washed out the p before procecding. kdrw wdmre: asa gesture of humility or
self-effacement? (Not so at Ar. Vesp. 279, Thphr. Char. 24. 8, or Herod. 3. 41, but the saying will be oriental, not
Grecek.) Onc of the Ahigar proverbs enjoins humility, but despite the fact that the Arabic version of it begins
‘bend thy head low down’ (Arabic 2. 11) I see no significant connection.

Jp. - -pa, dsc x]p#, al.; or -kas word-end, but -p, kar suggests nothing plausible.

avryea, [. The final trace, after which the surface is abraded, is an upright. adrjj ca, [ (e.g. car{{|8ec)?
Otherwise, adrica, [ {af |?). Presumably ea not ipsa; if this indicates the gender of the noun that I presume stood
at the beginning of 47, the Bacidikr) adhyj might be worth thinking of.

1.... Afew scattered specks.

We cannot be sure that all three -ovcw forms are finite rather than participial.

vmAdc and karaBdAdew both recur in the precept of 63-5 below.

50-6 Here W comes back, and is joined for §3-6 by G; Cod. Vind. is still absent.

In the first part of the sentence, 50-3, there are apparently only minor differences between the papyrus
and W (the only other witness). The supplement in 51 is perhaps a little long, and the papyrus may be more
likely to have had ceavrdv than éavrdy: possibly Sewdv ceavrdy without cov, or something more radically
different. The sentence-end is a problem. ydwvrar (however spelt) is expected, but opres is clear enough,
and the directly preceding letter appears to be ¢; and there is more space available than yewyvovrar would
have occupied. The preceding letters are abraded almost entircly away. -rpépovrac (c.g. dva-, Sa-)
for -rpépwvrar?

Of 53-6 the most plausible reconstruction may be:

Tovc 8¢ éxbpodc eb-

xov dpplw[creiv] k[a]i [7]évecOar, iva kora mdvra

ddwvar]d[c]ifv, T]ove [8]¢ Bl{]Aovc cov cwdpovadyrac

Liw, ov]iicovew ydp ce] 4 Adye i Bitp.
Itis not easy to determine the amount of text missing at the beginning of the lines. I have used the last line of the
column, 57, as an aid in fixing the amount lost; the restored phrasing of that linc (restored from Cod. Vind. and
W) is a little shorter than anticipated, but not unacceptably so.

The papyrus’ text of 53-6 was apparently closer to G than to W. The papyrus is alone in having a
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connective at the beginning; that is not to say that the two pairs of sentences were not discrete originally. No
cov, katd mdvra in the da clause, apparently ddvvardecw without complement.

In the second limb, 55-6, cwdpovoivrac (ed $pov. not to be read) stands in place of G’s edppaivovrac
(om. W), which may be a corruption of it {unless by conflation with edppawopévovc). For the beginning of 56, 1
have hesitantly suggested L. W’s ebruyeiv, unless all the last several lines of the column were longer than in my
reconstruction, would be too long. G has Jijv in the first clause, in parallel with dppweriv (1. dppwcreiv) and
mévecfar: might it have been displaced from an original position following eddpatvovrac, where G is
grammatically defective? (W’s edruyeiv may then be a paraphrase of cwdpovodvrac {iv.) W’s kard wdvra and
0éde (0éXe can easily be dispensed with in view of efiyov above) seem to be padding.

Alexander the Great, writing to the Tyrians in the Alexander Romance, i. 35, signs ofl with &ppwclie
cwdpovotvrec el 8¢ i, €ppwcbe BuctuyoivTec.

Bioc ‘conduct’; see Lampe, PGLs.v. Aj for Bioc conjoined with Adyoc. Is the end an echo of L. 1. 503 vyca |
7 émec 7} épyw?

56-60 75 y[vvali[xi k7A. G again fades out, but I stays, and Cod. Vind. returns.

The traces suggest yovaw with Cod. Vind. rather than W’s cuyroire.

In the drewc clause Wand Cod. Vind., differ only slightly from one another, and the papyrus in turn differs
slightly from both (word-order; fedicy: 0édp Cod. Vind.: Inmicy W); SBP have érépouv for dAdov.

In the next sentence, xoddov x7d, the papyrus differs again, and I cannot confidently reconstruct. At the
beginning of 59 the syllabification rules limit the options. 7 is sure (not yuvvai]|xiov). Some equivalent of 6
yvvaikeiov is expected (and cf. 77), but apparently not to be found. xodgov y[ap ral éumdn]lxror might suit;
should {rodro 76, or at least {76}, be inserted?

rexolaxevpévoy [8&: kal kodaxevéuevov W and Cod. Vind., which raises the possibility of {xai) xex. here,
by quasi-haplography. Cod. Vind. then has éarrov od ¢povel duaprdver, where édarrov and od scem to be
doublets (édrrova Perry, deleting od): W has éddrrw ¢povel xaxd, where kaxd looks like one of W’s
characteristic trivializations. The papyrus’ od should exclude éarrov, -ova, sim., but something must have
stood at the end of 59. Is it conceivable that Cod. Vind’s double reading was already present in the papyrus?

For the attitude to women cf. 75-9 below.

60-2 No counterpart in any of the other versions.

rover, . The doubtful letter can only be g, 8, o, or ¢. Possibly Todc 74, or else Totc Te, in which case these lines
will be asecond limb to the injunction of 56-60. After o, a tallish upright, perhaps ., v, or p; thenscattered traces
in damaged context. dprou[c would suit; but so would ofxér[ac: a picce of advice concerning one’s servants,
matching that concerning one’s wife? In the fva clause, pj seems reasonably assured. Then if ¢ is rightly read,
any cognate of kaxdc is excluded; xdxeivor is possible (crasis not elsewhere in the papyrus, but unexceptionable
here; cf. c.g. kdreivoc, kdeifev, kdyd in the manuscripts of the Alexander Romance, or the list of crases with
xal given by Gignac, Grammar i 3211.). Then traces suggesting A, not excluding a or v; before 8, o suggested:
e.g. vgfw is compatible; or 8| may be -fwlcw or -0w[vraw d[r]old[cv (= dmoléwew) is attractive if my
reconstruction is on the right lines, though ¢[n]e looks a bit cramped. ovew is probably a participle, unless for
subj. -Lwaw. A speculative restoration, in line with the cynical pragmatism of 56-60, might be: rodc r¢ ofxér[ac
cou kal] mhelv (= mAéov) ddédet, iva pi) xdreivor @[m]ofd[cw Toic uh) koAd]}Lovew.

Another precept about slaves at 70-3 below.

62-3 Unrepresented in Cod. Vind. G has ¢86vor dedye only, while W has substituted wdvra Sewdv dvdpa
for pOdvov (. §. &. pebye a versc extract? S. Jikel on Men, Sent. App. 13. 14 compares Men. sent. 195; cf. too sentt.
25, 288). The émicrdpevoc phrase in W alone—SBP apart—in a different form (adrod . . . p7 elvay, for the
papyrus’ avTov cod elvar).

Another precept against envy, 68-70 below.

63-5 Cod. Vind. isstill absent, and W substitutes an unrelated monostich (Men. sent. 21 Jikel), perverted
in SBP. But G preserves (rovc 76 tyimAd olxodopodvrac évavria oikoSopnuarwy kardfale). The precept would be
more prudential if negative, and the Press Reader attractively suggests thatit might be linked to what precedes
by e.g. [un8é; thus [undé Todc]| ra kA 64 Bfiwr?

Presumably no special connection with the ancedote of DL 1. 69, daci 8 adrév (Chilon) xai dicdimov
mubéclar, 6 Zedc 7{ el moidw, Tov 8¢ pdvar ‘rd pév SymAd Tamewdv, Td 8¢ rarewd tpdv”. (This latter, it may be
noted, is matched by one of the Ahiqar proverbs in the Elcphantine papyrus, Il. 149f. Cowley = prov. 6o
Grelot, for Hebrew parallels to which see J. N. Lpstein, Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 33 (1913),
231.)
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65-6 G fails: Cod. Vind,, slightly out of sequence, has merely é¢drepa Bddile riic yAdcenc: W’s version is
longer and further removed.

Toic mocl is an obvious guess, and suits the traces. [, 10 give roic mocy [d€6Tepa wrA, is doubtful but
acceptable, I think; not of[.

The Ahiqar sayings include recommendation to think before speaking (c.g. Syr. A 2. 57, mentioning
stumbling with the tongue; cf. the Elephantine papyrus, IL. 97-9 Cowley = provs. 14-16 Grelot), but I sce no
significant point of contact. Cf. 45f. above.

66-8 év otvew k7A. Represented in Cod. Vind., G, and W. ¢idoddyer with Cod. Vind. and G (Barrodyer
W), mau{8eyav with Cod. Vind. (codlav W, didodoylav G), simplex codeldpevor with SBPR (karacodildpevoc
rell.). The papyrus is alone in dxatpoc—but I would suppose this miswritten for dxalpwc—and in the grd pers.
kaToye]dachijcerar, on the basis of which I have added rwe. (A more standard form of transition from imperative
to grd pers. generalization is exemplified in the next maxim, é yap $fovév xrA; but while & cogi{dpevoc would
be a very easy change here, it will hardly do, since it excludes drarpoc.)

The Ahiqgar sayings have several admonitions against drinking in excess or with unsuitable companions,
but again, nothing closely comparable.

68-70 Cod. Vind. has this in full, W abbreviates, and G has a mere fragment. There can be no certainty
about xai at the end of 68, which I have taken from G; adroic is an alternative.

abr[6]v. More strictly, I suppose, adrév in error for éavrdv. (Was this a choliamb, & yap ¢fovdv éavrov
dyvodv BAdmrred?)

70-4 Infullin Cod. Vind. and W; G drops the iva clause. The papyrus agrees almost exactly with Cod.
Vind. so far as is apparent: peradibodc, dgp” dv (kai peradidov, é dv G: W paraphrascs with é&v dpbovia);
évrpémwvral ce . . . rypdaw. No telling whether 806wy (Cod. Vind., G) or oixerdv (W) is to be supplied at the
end of 70.

Little doubt about [ce (om. W, after évrpémwrrac in Cod. Vind.), which exactly fits the lacuna.

73 Oupod kpdre. So in Cod. Vind., G, and W (MLW: SBP substitute a comparable monostich; and ML
append a complementary gnome).

73-5 édv e k7A. Represented in full in Cod. Vind., G, and W, cxcept that SBP omit the second sentence
(as well as mapyrpaxac) and R omits altogether. The papyrus accords with Cod. Vind. and G against W’s
different construction in the first sentence. pav8dvye with Cod. Vind. against G’s aorist (1. mapyxpardc pdfye,
unless pafeiv is the product of contamination with a W-type version); no telling for certain whether alexwfc
(Cod. Vind.) or elcxivov (GW), but the position of the specks perhaps better suits the former; at all events not
SBP’s évrpémov. In the sccond sentence the papyrus is without p@Xov (Cod. Vind., G) and ce (G).

Sfupalfh]v, dpabiv: on the form sce Gignac Grammar ii 135f.

75-9 Infullin Cod. Vind.: shortened in W (om. R): begun in G.

Cod. Vind. has 74} yvvai{ cov kptmrov, a clausc in itself, but the papyrus definitely had cpumrwv, which I
presume is xpumrrdv not kpvnrwy, cf. G. §hdov rife: I take from Cod. Vind., but the only advantage it has over
G’s dvarifov is a little more length,

Cf. Ahiqar, Armen. a 74 Charles, ‘Reveal not thy sceret counsel to thy wife. For she is weak and small
of soul, and she reveals it to the powerful, and thou art despised.” But the same precept occurs in the
Elephantine papyrus (1. 141 Cowley, prov. 53 Grelot) with not ‘wife’ {(and the attendant characterization)
but ‘friends’.

dmdppra kpimre a Delphic commandment, Dit. $y/0.3 1268 ii 16 (iii Bc).

77-8 are collapsed into a single sentence in Cod. Vind. (the only other witness).

[xaf]y[pévy pyxavwpévn: rather long, perhaps, but a single one of them would be too short.

79 xvpiedey: deliberative, with SB; -cee Cod. Vind. and W (MLYP). (-n and -e: confusion passim in verb-
endings, but not in the papyrus.)

79-82 Represented in Cod. Vind. and W, not at all in G.

Biov Lrirer. Biov cov Djrer not excluded.

This is a bit of a puzzle. The problem presented by the phrase mpdc 76 AapBavdpevor in God. Vind. (see
Perry’s proposed alteration; droffncadpile scems confirmed, at any rate) is now compounded by the papyrus.
Nong of the lettersis in much doubt. dAAa xai, atleast potentially, is a welcome clarification and firmly attaches
the phrase, whatever it is, to the first part. I find this unintelligible and intractable. W’s versions (rov
xabfnuepwov . mpochapPdvew dprov kai . . . dmolncadpile, v.l. 76 kal® fuépav L. mpochapPdvewv kel . . . TS
dmobfncavpllew) look to me like rewritings. If we make the first clause negative (in defiance both of Cod. Vind.
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and of W) and accept AapBavdpevoy, tolerable sense perhaps results: ‘Do not seek your daily life according to
what you receive’ (LSF mpde C 111 5), i.c. keep your living expenses below your level of income, py fijrec will fit
well enough at the end of 79.

elc mjv abpiov (with W) rather than elc afipeovi space, and cf. 44.

The Cod. Thess. fragment (Th) begins here.

81-2 écrw (om. Cod. Vind. and W) isin little cflective doubt. A more substantial diflerence: no {avra in
the second limb; so presumably (and the space confirms) no redevrdvra in the first.

xaraureiv. Less probably karadeifpac, as SBPTh.

$idwv. Tév pidwv all other texts but R.

¢revdeacfar. Both Cod. Vind. and W give émdéeclay; either that or &v8éecfar would be acceptable. émev-
unattested: incorporation of a variant prefix? -Seacfat is a misspelling of -8éecfa, I supposc (Gignac, Grammar i
2%78-86), rather than an -dw formation. But ‘to go in want of friends’ is not the sense expected: unless ‘friends’ is
to be deleted, the verb must here I think mean ‘be dependent on’, ‘beg frony’, cf. 8eicfar. And since émevSerjc is
attested (Lampe, PGL), the double prefix is probably to be accepted.

82-4 Represented in Cod. Vind., G, and W—-and in Abiqar (sce intro.).

edévr[evicroc. Is this what underlics Cod. Vind.’s icoc év 7éivoic? —and also (unless évrevkroc or eUmemToc,
cach closer but less likely, I think) G’s comemroc?

cJovavréce with Cod. Vind. and W: dmardcw (1. dravrdcw) G.

eldcde 8re wrh. Exactly as in Cod. Vind., apparently: mopile. (so too SBPTh [edmopilet S]) not G and W’s
mpocmopilerar, and the sccond limbin parallel (G’s text was «dv . . . Smdyy or émdyn, 1 presume; Wstops short at
mpocmopilerar).

765 kvt % odpd. G and SBTh seem to imply the reading 76 «wdpiov ()7 odpg, clearly inferior.

84-7 Notrepresented in G, nor in W, which goes its own way. Essentially asin Cod. Vind., it scems, only
with a difference in the second sentence. At the beginning of 86 the surface is abraded, but 7¢ is almost certain;
an upright immediately follows, and then an oblique as of v, . 7a could be xpriua]ra, but morelikely, I should
imagine, is that the sentence ran just as in Cod. Vind. except for the addition of some predicative word-order
after 7& pdv ydp, matching dmépfnroc in the 8¢ clause. pd]rata is perhaps not impossible, but suits the remains
less well than would ayp[ or rayv[, which suggests -rayu[éva; and that would well fit the space following. But 1
can think of no such participle likelier than (-)meraraypéva or karaypéva (= kareaypéva, cf. kardccw alongside
raréaccw); -relrnyu[éva is not to be read, nor sjplmayu[éva. A different line of approach: 76 pév yap 6
rejrayp[évoc xaip)de.

86 dpe[iAe]ro (as Cod. Vind.) may be regarded as certain {gnomic, only here): not ddarpeirar.

87-go Represented in Cod. Vind. and G. If rodc ¢x[fpod]c is rightly recognized at the beginning of 83
(consistent with the traces, but unverifiable) the word-order is as Cod. Vind. but the accusative is offercd
instead of the dative. The traces in the previous line do accommodate themsclves well o pvne]ucarijene,
common to both Cod. Vind. and G. Perhaps it was followed by mpéc vel sim.; that might fit the space better, too.

Though the papyrus is seriously damaged hercabouts, the pd@idov clause is reasonably plain sailing as far
as pe]rap[é[A[wvrar. But then yvwpilovrec (Cod. Vind.; omitted in G) is not, I think, 1o be read. yvew]pslov|Je.
might be acceptable (though a trace at the upper left of the putative ¢is unwanted), but there would be scant
room for {7} and where the ¢ should be is the foot of a descender as of ¢, certainly not c. ¢¢ would be good for the
final traces. yvw]pilove[v] is conceivable, but pis difficult and I do not think there is room for the 8re vel sim.
that would then be required in the preceding lacuna; or ¢p[d]ei[v] might be read, but 1 cannot accommodate
the preceding traces to this (prefix or conjunction); no help in yi(y)vdickor or other such verbs 1 have tried.
Since no alternative offers, perhaps yvelpilov[rle{s}[c] (or -¢[ . J[c], if the descender is a cancelling stroke)
should be accepted after all,

What follows is more tractable: ofoy ¢[v8pa makes an acceptable reading, and I suggest that go |cov is
$8{xn)cav (8ixovr Cod. Vind. and G).

go-2 In full in Cod. Vind., and I take it that W’s Suvduevoc dyalomoeiv pij dmavaivov (v.l. dyalomoweiv
Suvdpevoc iy peravder), directly preceding piupov krd (~ 92 IT. pap.), is a variant form of the first part,

Working back from g1 |zt we can reconstruct psy ué[A]A[e «rd, in go. But the immediately preceding
traces are not compatible with 2Xeeiv or dyalomoueiv, nor with Suvdpevoc vel sim.; -ewis not to be read; but ecfg[:]
is possible, in which case -]{ecfa[t] is suggested. If cgw at the line beginning is the end of the foregoing precept
(sce prec. n.) we have thestarting point. o may rather be §[, in which casc 8[vvdpevoc. S[vvdpevoc olkr|ilecOalt]
would be consistent with space and traces.
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91 78x[yr. Yuyiy Cod. Vind,, corr. Westerm
92 mapapoviuyy. mapduovor Cod. Vind. Th
terminations, but definitely -py rather than -oy here. Adjectives in -ipoc often have 3 disti
papyri, cf. Gignac, Grammar ii 105, 108-11, Palmer, Grammar i 26-8,
92-5 Cod. Vind. stays, W puts in one last appcarance before again going its own way fz

the speech, and G returns for the second half (dcavrewc xr) ).
. vvgz’ SedBolov with Cod. Vind. and the pure W tradition (MRL, joined by Th): &a,b’s/},;,”

y W.

93 Where the papyrus has ﬂ:aqweuca'ﬂ[sjuou, Cod. Vind. has yevcduevo, and W hys
om. SBPThW. yevcduevor seems in the context cor

npletely meaningless, and Lsuppose it (or e,
preceding el xai dSedddc cot écrw, peculiar to Cod. Vi,

nd.) is a garbling of elpwvevcduevoy; and

true of J’s rcading, unless that is a deliberate alteration of 2 precept found unin telligible, By,

itselfis none too casy to make sense of, and despite the fact that all the witnesses conspire in the ;
tempting to emend to elpwvevcduevoc (Pa

rsons and Rea): ‘pretend not to notice (his gossipiy, 7)
opportunity to throw him out.’ A differen s

t avenue would be opened up if we read eppvecdy,
may be a possible reading instead of w, if the le, but this does nog ge

gs have been lost to abrasion ),
mpdc kawpdy with Cod. Vind.: om. W,
é[x]Bal[Ae (so Cod. Vind.): or élx]Bale (so WexceptR), and the possibility of Gvpiv (MR, ar
SBPThW: om. Cod. Vind.) cannot be excluded. T
94 eve[x]ev epyo[iac] (or possibly egpdfac]) not a certain reading,
évexa To¥ edvoeiv; W is without this clause.
deavrwe with G and the pure W tradition (MRL: om, SBPThW),
previous clause).
7par. xal Aey.; only S precisely so.
95-7 émd] peydhy k7). Represented onl y in Co
becomes wayward, and in G the speech ends with dvabijcerar (~ 95 pap.).
98L. dvmoduevoc éni ¢ #oupévfa: xal Sid Myewv. Cf. G (where emend to g 58.(. xyduévas ang p
Suepacriyicbar) before or after dud v Aeyopéven) and Cod. Vind. No room for adrdy with 7’&,(,7,“;,,(; .
version (along with SBPTh’s sub-version, which can be reconstructed as pacriywlelc §i4 TGV Ay, V.
Tpuywleic Sud 76 oy Alcwmor Pouknrévar, dredliyw «ai) is appreciably different. The unusual ‘tonguye-|
metaphor probably owes its existence to the literal flogging of the Ahiqar original,
99f. dwfox]aprepijcfac r]ov Bléov pelrildatev. The vocabulary in common with G (dnekapygpvc@ )
peradddfac), the structure with Cod. Vind. and W; dﬁoxaprep?y’cac is sharcd with Cod. Vind. (contp;
dmorpyuveicduevoc/-icac ( €avrov) W1), peridate with W (70v Biov drnédpéev Cod. Vind., emended by Pe
700 flov dnédyfev: rather rov Piov dmifdlager, of. S? ).
In the Aesop Life— W apart—the adoptive son dies out of remorse and chagrin. In the Abiqar Lif,
‘swelled up like a bag and died’ (Rendel Harris’ transiation of the Syriac, 8. 41). Judas Iscariot ¢
same thing, according to Papias and an old interpretation of Acts 1: 18; cf,
Journ. Theol. 18 (1914) 127-31. Is this how Aramaic
survive into the Aesop Life.

100-2 6 8¢ Aicwnoc k7). G and Cod. Vind, each have a shorter sentence here, and W b
-«ycac evidently ends a phrase which has no counterpart in the other versions: déucijcac, misjeac, Seotkrfeac, etc.
Would w3} roéro mpoconsjcac be intolerably ludicrous? There is no hope of reading what followed Alcwroc,
though some guesscs could be ruled out: the first trace is the top of an apparent upright, lost 10 the righy,
consistent with y, 3, ¢, «, u, v, w. Both G and Cod. Vind. have Aaunpiic adrdy éfayfe as the main clause, then
mevlijcac. Perhaps Odjac is to be supplied at the end of 101 ; before it, éxm[enveurdra, éx wlavrdc?
102 Cod. Vind. here ends.
mpockJa[Aecduevoc. Supplied from G and SBPTh, but cvy- cannot be
probably make the line too long, unless -xa)écac, which is possible. L ]
103 fevrdc (if pap., not v or yv): {yvevrde an aberration of the W tradition (incl. SBPTh )‘.
103-4 cw[dydO3)vali] dferiv 8 veocJcodc. Closer to W than to G. No room for the numeral in full,
104 o[i] 8¢ 78 mpocraybeév [é]z[o]i[y)c[av. Not in GW, who have a passive genitive absolute instead,
[é]7[o]i[p]c[ar may be wrong; it is compatible with the tracc,s, bfn the papyrus is much dam
and only the c is at all assured. Dr Rea attractively suggests érdijpawcay.

ann. ¢ cannot be excluded, in fact, by,
¢ compound (like the -uovoc compouns

.
o

but probable in view of Q¢

yap with W alone (but 1 ;

d. Vind., with apparcently identical wording. I/ o, ce

ash

rry t

far he
Iid just ¢he
J75 13 (1911-12) 278-8s, Am,

traitors die? Anyway, it was evidently too bizarre 4,

as nothing. 10,

ruled out. rwac or rode would

aged hercabouts,
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3720. LIFE OF AESOP

Aafdv a mere gucss.
106 80" &v Soxobcw @rymereic elv[ar. Better put than the corresponding clause in G, év ofc o
Grracfas; no cquivalent in W. dwvmerye (cf. dgurérye, of eagles in Homer) may be a less highflown word
the lexica might suggest. The form, -mereic not -wéras, is in conformity with later Greek’s regular treatme
compounds in -reryc (méropar) as grd-decl. adjectives.
108 éndvw éavrav: 1.c. on their backs, presumably. Contrast Ws 8ud Qvdrcer, and again in § 116, 7
naidac 8id réw uireddy QvAdnwy Toic mocly draprijcac (fureddy del. Perry; but = open at the top?). G, w
unelaborated facrdlew, is non-committal here (such a text presumably led the W redactor 1o his excgel
invention), but écélevcev {rove maidac) dvafijvac (Perry: dvafeiv cod.: dvafi{alv)ew or dvafeiv stef?) rodc dero
((émt) Tobe derodc?) in § 116 suggests the same mode of conveyance as given by the papyrus here.
;/EV()/]/AEVOL, OI' yEVa/'.
109-10 With W against G. SBPTh lack this entire sentence.
éni BifmAod rod dépfoc: elc Sipoc W, elc 7ov dépa G, cf. § 116. I should have expected either émd $yplod or énd
ot dépoc. Could this be a double reading?
111-13 dmiooe k). Closest to W, but the latter part a coordinate clause (as in§S).
112-13 Hardly roic mas]eiv. I suggest rajy [mriew vel sim.
W’s fussy explication, Jre ydp ffledov xrA, is not represented.
113-15 6 odv Alcwnoc k7). The papyrus does not state the time of year, which G and W both specify, in
conformity with the response made to Nectancho (édv 8 yewpww mapéAly, 21 above). Otherwise, G’s text is close.

fr. 2
?Combines with fr. 1. 27-41, as follows:

LI
N
Nl
Jo. [ (fr.1.30) 7oy [ c. 4 ]
1.0 Elduevolc ovrwe |

Jvo, . [ wvoy A[lve, 60°]

Loue .. [ Sucaiafc xdp]

Jal Ja[ ¢5 ]
Jomp. . [ (35) vov.. [ 5 ]

o Laya .l faya, [ .]
1. [ Jov. [ ce [1]ove [Adyov]
I..vl wlélv oy [rov Oed]
1. [. [feov[ (Je[S]0edy [écrwv.]
1.l (10) @emep To[vc yoveic. ToU]

i ] 7. [ 5&]9‘5 7'_77‘[1/ 751/'a]

ssible, though I cannot verify it, that this scrap may come from the left of the main fragment, in

It looks po . .
as in the second transcript above (which I break ofl'at the point where fr. 1 takes

which case it will be read
over).
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31 €ldpeve[cis a forced reading, but perhaps not intolerably so.

32 A[ve. Trace of an oblique cqually compatible with A[{e, but not with Hwe; scc on g.

35 Not voc or vov; yevouévy or -nv seems indicated.

36 $vddéas, it scems. £ a high speck equally consistent with infer alia «, but a is fairly clear, Then ydp? I still
cannot reconstruct these fincs.

40 dcmep is a very doubtful reading, and the restoration seems too long. rodc wév rather than rod]rove pé?

Remaining are two smaller scraps, abraded and almost wholly undccipherable; not transcribed.

3721. TurorurastTUs, On Winds 4-7
Plate XII

21 3B.24/C(2)a 25 % 28 cm Sccond century

Substantial remnants of three consecutive columns, written in a formal round and
upright hand with some decoration, comparable e.g. with XLIV 3156 only rather more
normal; XX VI 2450 is an earlier example of the same style. The manuscript may be
assigned to the second half of the second century. 3o-1 lines to the column, occupying
a depth of 21 cm. Upper margin 5.4 cm, lower at least 2.0; intercolumnium ¢. 1.5.
Columns ¢. 6.5 cm across, with about 17 letters to the line; a filler-sign is used to help
justify the right margin, and final letters are sometimes diminished and laterally
compressed. The fragments are of a single kxéAnpa. The text of the treatise up to the first
surviving column would have taken up, by calculation, just four full columns. If the roll
contained this treatise alone, it will have had a length of ¢. 4.25 m.

Some of the scribal errors are corrected, whether calamo currente or subsequently;
lota adscript seems regularly to be a later addition. Syllable division between lines is
several times amended: for that perhaps a 8i0pfwrc is responsible, who may also have
made at least some of the corrections to the text itself. A crude paragraphus at iii 13/14
was perhaps added later. The first hand seems responsible for the desultory usc of stops,
which include an apparent double point at iii 15 (sce XLVII 3326, 3327, intros.);
accompanied, where evident, by paragraphus. No other lectional paraphernalia, unless
a breathing ati g.

This is an unintelligent copy of a text appreciably better than that carried by Cod.
Vat. gr. 1302, known as P (Wimmer’s A, Burnikel’s 16; early xiv Ap?), a manuscript of the
‘fragments’ which has been concluded by W. Burnikel, Textgeschichtliche Untersuchungen
zu neun Opuscula Theophrasts (Wiesbaden 1974) to be the medieval archetype. P’s text is
now shown to be even more corrupt than had been suspected. Over this short stretch of
text the papyrus offers several improvements unanticipated by modern conjecture, most
signally perhaps atii 20-2, ii 251, iii gf., and iii 21 f. At the same time it has some trivial
errors uncorrected, and possibly a few less superficial.

Dr Burnikel has been so generous as to have sent me his own collations of the
manuscripts of this section of the treatise. My reports of readings are drawn directly from
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his, and thus supersede earlier reports. But normally there is no occasion to record
readings of manuscripts other than P. There is nothing to upset the archetypal status
assigned it by Burnikel, despite an agreement between the papyrus and later
manuscripts over odroc in § 7 (iii 21), against P’s ofrwc (which editors have preferred,
mistakenly as I believe).

The manuscripts are cited by their conventional sigla, as listed in Theophrastus,
De Ventis, ed. V. Coutant and V. L. Eichenlaub (Univ. of Notre Dame 1975), xiii.
A comprehensive catalogue and description are given by Burnikel, Unlersuchungen
xxi-xxxvii; a concordance with his own numerical sigla, xxxviiif. As well as the edition of
Coutant and Eichenlaub it has been necessary to consult Wimmer’s Teubner (1862) and
Didot (1866) editions, and also Schneider’s (i-iv 1818, v 1821). O. Gigon offered a much
improved text in his Habilitationsschrift (unpublished), for knowledge of which I am
again indebted to Dr Burnikel.

Back blank.
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91 78y [yr. Yuyv Cod. Vind., corr. Westermann, ¥ cannot be excluded, in fact, by,

92 mapapovipyy. mapduovor Cod. Vind, The compound (like the ~Hovoc compoynj

terminations, but definitely -y rather than -ov here. Adjectives in ~ipeoc often have a djg,

Papyri, cf. Gignac, Grammar ij 105, 108-11, Palmer, Grammar | 26-8. N

92-5 Cod. Vind, stays, W’ putsinonelast appearance before again goingits own way f,

the speech, and G returns for the second half (GScaifrase xTA).

) vng Sudfodov with Cod. Vind, and the pure W tradition (MRL, joined by Th ) &a,és’g,é?,),?

y W. |

93 Where the papyrus has ctjoc,ureuca’;z[e‘]vou, Cod. Vind. has yeveduevor, and W hag 06

om. SBPThW. yevcduevor seems in the context completely meaningless, and | suppose it (gr pe
preceding el kai dde)\dde cov &, i I

(Parsons and Rea ): ‘pretend not to notice (his gossipi“g
opportunity to throw him out.’ A diflerent avenue would be opened up if we read ez:m;pellc(jha:
may be a possible reading instead of o, if . ‘

he legs have been Jost 10 abrasion), but this does nog g

mpdc xaipdy with Cod. Vind.: om. W ’
é[x]Bal[Ae (so Cod. Vind.): or é[x]Bal[e (so WexceptR),
SBPThW: om. Cod. Vind. ) cannot be excluded,

94 éve[x]ev epyofiac] (or possibly egvdfac]) not a certain reading,
évexa rob edvoeiv; W is without this clause

deadrwe with G and the pure W tradition (MRL: om, SBPThW), ydp with W
Pprevious clause),
7par. kal Aey.; only S precisely so.
95-7 émi] peyddy xrd. Represented only in Cod, Vind., with
becomes wayward, and in G the speech ends with dvabhjcera (~

and the possibility of Gupow (MR,

al

but probable in vieywy of Cp,

alone (bue ¥y ¢

apparently identical wording. Jtr One,
95 pap.).

ed as Hacriywlel
Tpuywlelc Sid 76 rov Alcwmoy JOiunuévar, drebiw xai) is appreciably different. The uny
metaphor probably owes its existence to the literal flogging of the Abhiqar original.
99L drnfox]aprepsjcfac 7]ov Bliov pe]ridager. The vocabulary in common with ¢ (dnemp,-gp,/“,,
neralddéac), the structure with Cod. Vind. and w; dmoxaprepiicac is shared with Cod. Vind. (cony ,:;
drokpyuvicduevoc/-leac (¢avrdv) W1), perfdate with (70v iov dnédpter Cod. Vind., emended by Perry,
708 fiov dnéAytev: rather rov Biov dmflater, cf. §?).
In the Aesop Life—W apart—the adoptive son dies out of remorse and chagrin. In the Abhiqar Life he
‘swelled up like a bag and died’ (Rendel Harris’ translation of the Syriac, 8. 41). Judas Iscariot did jus the
same thing, according to Papj,

1as and an old interpretation of Acts 1. 18; cf. JTS 13 (191 1-12) 278-85, 4.,
Journ. Theol. 18 (1914) 127-31. Is this how Aramaic traitors dic? Anyway, it was cvidently too bizarre 1,
survive into the Aesop Life.

100-2 ¢ 8¢ dicwmoc xrd. G and Cod. Vind. each have a shorter sentence here, and I has nothing. 10,
virjcac, &otmy’mc, cte.

¢ of reading what followed Aic

Would 13} 70ir0 mpocSonijcac be intolerably Iudicrous? There is no hop Cwro,
apparent upright, lost to he

though some guesses could be ruled out: the first trace is the top of an right,
consistent with y, y, ¢, «, #, v, m. Both G and Cod. Vind. have Aaumpdsc adrov ébayfe as the main clause, then
mevbijcac. Perhaps Odgac is to be supplied at the end of 101; before it, éxm[envevndra, éi wfavric?
102 Cod. Vind. here ends.

mpockjafAecduevoc. Supplicd from G and SBPTh, but cvy-

cannot be ruled out, rwac or Tovc would
probably make the line too long, unless

-xa)écac, which is possible,
103 devrde (if pap., not g or xv): drevrde an aberration of the W tradition (incl. SBPTh )..

103-4 cov[Ipdti; ifvalt] @lerdiv § veocJcode. Closer to W than to G. No room for th_c numcral in ﬁfl],

104 of(] 8¢ 76 mpocraybév [¢]x[o Ji[y]e[av. Not in G, who have a passive genitive absolute instead,
[Elzlo]i[y]c[av may be wrong; it is compatible with the traces, but the papyrus is much damaged hercabouts,
and only the ¢ is at all assured. Dr Rea attractively suggests émjjpwcar.
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3720. LIFE OF AESOP

Aafwv a mere guess.
frraclay; no equivalent in W. dxvmeryc (cl. Sfemérye, of cagles in Homer) may be a less highflown word
the lexica might suggest. The form, -wereic not -wéras, is in conformity with later Greek’s regular treatme
compounds in -meryc (méropar) as grd-decl. adjectives.
108 émdvew éavraw: i.c. on their backs, presumably. Contrast W’s 8ud fvAdwxewv, and again in § 116, -
maidac Sid réov FuureAdy Bvddnwry Toic mocly draprijcac (ureddv del. Perry; but = open at the top?). G, v
unclaborated Pacrdlew, is non-committal here (such a text presumably led the W redactor to his excge
invention), but éxélevcev {rove maidac) dvafijvas (Perry: dvafleiv cod.: dvaf{aivpew or dvafleiv stet?) rove dere
(Cémt) robc derodc?) in § 116 suggests the same mode of conveyance as given by the papyrus here.
yevd Juevor. Or yevd-.
109-10 With W against G. SBPTh lack this entire sentence.
émd dpyhos 06 dépfoc: ele Bifoc W, elc 70v dépa G, cf. § 116. 1 should have expected cither émd vifnAod or ém
o8 dépoc, Could this be a double reading?
111-13 dmijxoor xrl. Closest to W, but the latter part a coordinate clause (as in S).
112-13 Hardly roic macjciv. 1 suggest ray [mrijlew vel sim.
W’s fussy explication, dre yap fedov xrd, is not represented.
113-15 6 odv Alcwmoc A, The papyrus does not state the time of year, which G and W both specify, in
conformity with the response made to Nectanebo (édv 6 yerpwav mapéddy, 21 above). Otherwise, G's text is closc.

fr. 2
?Combines with fr. 1. 27-41, as follows:

1L
Nl
N
Jo. [ (fr.1.30) 7oy [ ¢c.4 ]

5 L. 0 Elduevo[c ovrwe]
J.vo, . [ wvoy A[lve, 80°]
Joue . [ Sucatalc xdp]
Ja[ Ja[ e 5]
Jomy. . [ (35) vpv. . [ ¢ 5 ]
o Jaye .l Sarya, [, ]
I [ Jov. [ ce [7]od¢c [Adyov]

1..vf wlé]y oty [rov fed]
1. [ [feor[ Je[6]fedv [écTwv.]
1...pm [ (40) derep To[vc yoveic. ToU]

s Ll Si]g 1yl pce]

Dle, though I cannot verify it, that this scrap may come from the left of the main fragment, in

It looks possi ! .
be read as in the second transcript above (which I break ofT at the point where fr. 1 takes

which case it will
over).
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col. 1
IR% dvatoAqv olkodic]w
..o, v 66 Jwc vériot 6 8¢ v[droc kal] dc-
T, amAwgeLTEwoLe Y T€ ATADC elmelv ol é-
... vovrovTtorov ¢ éxelvov Tob Témov
5 .VED, TECTOLCTTPOC) mvéovTec Toic mpoc
ov " ) \ }) ~
. krovpukpa, , 7[, Jv dpkrov. ob pikpa , évr[ald- $5
.aalapeyiery, [, 7y Ba dAra. peyicrn plo]m
A \ 4 \4é »
.. Jracxwpacvipoce) 7] Tdc xdhpac tfoc é-
» o \ "
1.t [ Japavmgo xlew dmou [ylap dv mpo-
10, JoymTavednraira k]égme Ta védn kal Ad-
1. teracwerravfe) Bln cracw, évraiba
. ]. v8, Tocyevecic ka]i 8aroc yévecic.
.. |. karTwrcvveyyuc 8¢]6 Kai Tdv chveyyuc
SV R R S ) P rém|w[v dA]Aow map” dA[A]ouc
15 ..]... ... varepw, Oé]reos TGV dvépcwr.
k] AY A A € 4
... Jamepiuevvdarwy aAA]a mepi pev H8dTwy
b € 14 »
o drep copLTal L év é]réporc elpyTan di-
: \ / 3 ~ k] >
... JetovwvexTncdav o mA]ewdvar. ék THc 8 av-
... Jotriackaoper) Tic] alrioc kai 6 pév
14 2 \ 3> 7
20 c. 10 ], pxope) Bopéac ebbic] apydue-
.10 e, .. [ voc péyac 6] 6¢€ vér[oc
3 Teor 7o prob. 5 o.7: or adjacent, presumed v written tiny in between, below top of 7, apparently
by m. 1; cf. 6, i 4 6 Of the supposed paragraphus, the merest speck  After v, a high stop conceivably
lost  After puepa, perhaps ¢ altered to 8 | 7 (ev7): ¢r adjacent, v written as in 5 ovr 9 Severe
damage, but text in little eflective doubt; breathing far from certain 12 After cic, a high stop

conceivably lost
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col. i1
TOLC'}{CLPW[ ¢. 5 ] .TOV>
kaurover[ ¢.5 ], ... )
vovcava|  , , . Jvovo)
Tocapyou[, ... lvoToces.
“Gca yarl. ... Iy

mapoyua, [, .. ]1)
wel[¢Jreyov. . v[. 1. ..
dexarTomryky, | Kat
arxvpovkqiac|, ], exec
raopalece[, . . ]. 0., >

aetya[  c.10  Je,
oict[ ¢ 10 ] 7a

A

sl L LI

. 1. oAnmreova, zrep}

.. ]¢[[8]]V6Lc:<au<a7'a)\2(ov,c.>

.. ]. ovcercwedarTouc
... 1. AarTovamexovy
.6 ].Awvr, dey
¢.5 ].0, . eevava

¢. 5 Jveyewone. . ..
... ). aetTorceyyuc
06 Jabp. . [.].Bo)
¢. 5 |ravynkarg

.5 Japeyacey[, lev
.5 J.maov, [

6 Jwdal 10.[

S

)

hx)

4 To¢ 1¢ adjacent, ¢ written tiny below top of 7
right suggesting € or ¢

perhaps [y]lyap (v clear above)

:8

Toic yap m[epl AlylvmTov
kal Tovc T[dmovc] éxei-
3> 4 ¢ /

vouc dvd[maAi]v 6 vo-

Toc dpxdufevoc] véToc 6 Be

Bopéac anlly]wy [60ev xjal Tiv

mapotpiov [évav]ri-

wc [+] Ayovew. [dcladrwc §6

8¢ kal 76 mukvov kal

» A \

drvpov kal dcfv]veyéc

Ve A 3

ral dpadéc é[kel]voic

6 véroc mote[ i udAA]ov:

det ya[p Toic éyyic] éxa-
cro[Jc r[owobroc ¢. 4], Ta

7| ppw kal dvwpaiic

[kai Siecmracuévoc]

[waAdov. TovTwy pév]

odw ra]¢ il pnluévlale [alri-

ac V]modnmréov aimep

éuldaveic kal kar® dAAovc

ré]movc elcly éddrrouc

\ » b4 /

kal] éXarTov améyov-

Tac AAA]jAwy. 7dde

8’ ok d]v 8dfetev ava-

[a]Aoyolv éxew: 6 pev yop

vd70]c det Toic éyydc

rémoic] aifpioc, 6 [6]¢ Bo-

4 o A}

péac 8]rav i kara

xtpdvla péyac év [plév

roic wAnclov ér|we-

Pnc é€]w 8 alt]0p[roc. ai- 87

[riov & 67 bia pév)

7 v perhaps altered 13 ]., curve at upper

20 7, specks on torn and broken papyrus, compatible with a, not 1 think with
21 ],,vora  avel av) originally written
27 .. [, see comm.

22 €, OF cx ...» specks on abraded surface:
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91 7Ix[yv. puxav Cod. Vind., corr. Westermann. i cannot be excluded, in fact, but 7is no less acceptable.

92 mapapovipny. mapdpovov Cod. Vind. The compound (like the -povoc compounds) is normally of two
terminations, but definitely -yv rather than -ov here. Adjectives in -yuoc often have a distinct feminine in the
papyri, cf. Gignac, Grammar ii 105, 108-11, Palmer, Grammar i 26-8.

92-5 Cod. Vind. stays, W puts in onclast appearance before again going its own way for the remainder of
the speech, and G returns for the second half (dcasrac xrA).

92 8idfolov with Cod. Vind. and the pure W tradition (MRL, joined by Th): 8iaBeBnuévov SBP, joined
by W.

93 Where the papyrus has elpwvevcdp[e]vov, Cod. Vind. has yevcduevor, and W has mpdrepov dpwrdvra,
om. SBPThW. yevcduevor scems in the context completely meaningless, and I suppose it (or perhaps it and the
preceding el kai ddedddc cot écruv, peculiar to Cod. Vind.) is a garbling of epwvevcdpevov; and the same may be
truc of W’s reading, unless that is a deliberate alteration of a precept found unintelligible. But elpwvevedpevor
itselfis none too easy to make sense of, and despite the fact that all the witnesses conspire in the accusative it is
tempting to emend to elpwvevcdpevoc (Parsons and Rea): ‘pretend not to notice (his gossiping) and find an
opportunity to throw him out.” A different avenue would be opened up if we read elpyrevcduevor instcad (g
may be a possible reading instead of ¢, if the legs have been lost 1o abrasion), but this does not seem to help.

npoc karpov with Cod. Vind.: om. W.

é[«]BaA[Ae (so Cod. Vind.): or &[«]Bal[e (so W except R), and the possibility of fupdv (MRL; and éx fvpdv
SBPThW: om. Cod. Vind.) cannot be excluded.

94 éve[«]ev epyo[iac] (or possibly egvg[ac]) not a certain reading, but probable in view of Cod. Vind.’s
évexa Tob edvoelv; W is without this clause,

@cabrwe with G and the pure W tradition (MRL: om. SBPThW), yap with W alonc (but W drops the
previous clause).

mpar. kai Aey.; only S precisely so.

95-7 émi] peyddy wrA. Represented only in Cod. Vind., with apparently identical wording. W once again
becomes wayward, and in G the speech ends with dvafijcerar (~ 95 pap.).

981, Avmoduevoc émi 165 Jounnuév[ar xal 81d Aywy. Cf. G (where emend to 7@ 78kn)révas and supply
{uepacriydicdary before or after Sid v Aeyouévawv) and Cod. Vind. No room for adrdv with 48ikqeévar. Ws
version (along with SBPTh’s sub-version, which can be reconstructed as pacriywleic Sia Tév Adywy . . .
Tpuxwleic 8ia 6 Tov Alcwmov Bueniévar, dmedddw xal) is appreciably different. The unusual ‘tongue-lashing’
metaphor probably owes its cxistence to the literal flogging of the Ahiqgar original.

99f. dnfox]aprepicac r]ov Bliov ue]ridater. The vocabulary in common with G (dmexaprépncey . . .
neralddfac), the structure with Cod. Vind. and W; dmoxaprepicac is shared with Cod. Vind. (contrast
dmoxpnuvicdpevoc/-tcac (éavrov) W), periMate with W (vév Biov dnédyéev Cod. Vind., emended by Perry to
100 Biov dmédnéev: rather rov Bilov dmiMabey, cf. S?).

In the Aesop Life— I apart—the adoptive son dies out of remorse and chagrin. In the Ahiqar Life he
‘swelled up like a bag and died” (Rendel Harris’ translation of the Syriac, 8. 41). Judas Iscariot did just the
same thing, according to Papias and an old interpretation of Acts 1: 18; cf. 775 13 (1911-12) 278-85, Am.
Journ. Theol. 18 (1914) 127-31. Is this how Aramaic traitors die? Anyway, it was evidently too bizarre to
survive into the Aesop Life.

100-2 6 8¢ Alcwnoc «rA. G and Cod. Vind. each have a shorter sentence here, and W has nothing. 101
-xneac evidently ends a phrase which has no counterpart in the other versions: d8uxksjcac, virjcac, Stowieac, ctc.
Would py) roiro 7pocdoxsjcac be intolerably ludicrous? There is no hope of reading what followed Aicwmoc,
though some guesses could be ruled out: the first trace is the top of an apparent upright, lost to the right,
consistent with y, », ¢, «, u, v, 7. Both G and Cod. Vind. have Aapmpdic adrov éfape as the main clause, then
mevbijcac. Perhaps Odiac is to be supplied at the end of 101; before it, er[emvevkdra, ek w[avrdc?

102 Cod. Vind. here ends.

mpock]g[Aecduevoc. Supplied from G and SBPTh, but cuy- cannot be ruled out. rwac or radc would .
probably make the line too long, unless -xaécac, which is possible.

103 ifevrdc (i€ pap., not iy or xv): {xvevrdc an aberration of the W tradition (incl. SBPTh).

103-4 cov[AndOilve[e] d[erav § veoc Jcovc. Closer to W than to G. No room for the numeral in full.

104 o[(] 8¢ 76 mpocraxBeév [¢lr[o}{[n]c[av. Not in GW, who have a passive genitive absolute instead.
[é]r[o){/[n]c[av may be wrong; it is compatible with the traces, but the papyrus is much damaged hereabouts,
and only the c is at all assured. Dr Rea attractively suggests énMjpwcar.
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AafBawv a merce gucss.

106 8¢ v Soxobew duprereic elv[ar. Better put than the corresponding clause in G, év ofc Soxobew
{rracfar; no equivalent in W. drvmerne (cf. Syumérne, of eagles in Homer) may be a less highflown word than
the lexica might suggest. The form, ~mereic not -méra, is in conformity with later Greek’s regular treatment of
compounds in -merne (méropar) as 3rd-decl. adjectives.

108 émdvew davrdv: i.e. on their backs, presumably. Contrast W’s 8ia fuddrwr, and again in § 116, rodc
maidac St T@v HuireAdy Quddkwy Toic moclv dmaprijcac (fureddw del. Perry; but = open at the top?). G, with
unelaborated Bacrdlew, is non-committal here (such a text presumably led the W redactor to his exegetic
invention), but éxéAevcev {rodc matdac) dvaBivor (Perry: dvaBeiv cod.: dvaBlaiv)ew or dvaBeiv stet?) Tovc derotic
({éni)y Todc derotic?) in § 116 suggests the same mode of conveyance as given by the papyrus here.

yevé|pevor. Or yevd-.

109-10 With W against G. SBPTh lack this entire sentence.

&l Shmdod Tob déploc: elc Tifioc W, elc 7ov dépa G, cf. § 116. I should have expected cither éml fifmhot or émi
706 dépoc. Could this be a double reading?

111-13 Smijroot k7A. Closest to W, but the latter part a coordinate clause (as in S).

112-13 Hardly roic wad]cv. I suggest oy [wri]cw vel sim.

W’s fussy explication, 8re yap fifedov x7A, is not represented.

113-15 6 odv Aicwnoc xrA. The papyrus does not state the time of year, which G and W both specify, in
conformity with the response made to Nectanebo (édv § yequaw mapéddy, 21 above). Otherwise, G’s textis close.

?Combines with fr. 1. 27-41, as follows:

(fr. 1.30) 7]ov [ ¢ 4 ]

5 1..... [ £ldpevo(c ovrwe:]
Jvo. [ wvoy A[ive, 6]
Joue, | dixala[c xdp]
Ja[ Jof .5 ]
Jomw. [ (35) vv. . [ e5 1
o Joaye. boavya, [..]
1..[ Jov. [ ce []od¢ [Adyov]
1...v. @le]y odv [16v feo]
1. [. 10eov{ {]c[d]0edv [écTw.]
1....p7. [ (40) G¢mep To[dc yoveic. Tod]

15 1.7 [ du]a v pict]

Itlooks possible, though I cannot verify it, that this scrap may come from the left of the main fragment, in
which case it will be read as in the second transcript above (which 1 break ofl at the point where fr. 1 takes
over).



176 ENOWN LITERARY TEXTS
col. iii
ropeyebocmodvva, | | 70 puéyeboc moAiv aépla
xéwerroprovdedfo[v] kwet TobTov 8¢ Ppdd-
o[ Jimpyvuempwar | [ veL myvic mpiv Ame-
casmayeivradepe| cav mayévra 8¢ pué[[v]-
5 recravedndiaBap[e]. s veL Ta védm Sia Bdpoc:

10

,e,tc[[;‘a]]'raefwicamw, [
perrepe opieyed. [ Jual
AovyniluxpoT, cdu
gdirorl. ], . [ Jroul. ] 7o
epyalopevov o8]
“yorocyrTovreex|
vAgvkaiTauTY, v
myyvvcaldarwlio,
Jalbp'o, cacirowcmdy, [
]. vivetiwrepocdeiToic
Jrwppwpeyactve)
Jwvkaidyywrpad
Aovnapyopevocor|, |
apyoper[, Jcpevo[

€lc 8¢ Ta éfw Kal Twp-
pwTépw 76 péyelolc] ualA-
Aov 7 1) huypdTnc Su-
aditot[a]t xa[l] Tod[1]o 76
épyalduevov. 6 8[¢

véToc §7Tdv Te Ex|wv

UAn kal TadTny 0d

ayyrdc AN’ arwldv
atbpio, ¢ del Toic wAnc[(-
ov* veTdTepoc & {d el Toic
mdppw péyac Tvé-

wv kal Mjywv pdA-

Aov 1) apxduevoc, 6T[i]
apydpevfo]c pev o[-

20  yovaeparwbeimpory yov aépa arwlei mpoi-
wvder|, ], . tkaiop wv 8¢ m[A]elw{i}, kal od-
Toca[ ¢ 8 ] ocex, Toc d[0poildue]voc éxve-
dovr| dodr[al Te kal TUKVW-
fecvéar, [ Oelc v8dTi[voc ylve-

o5 Taurl..]. .. [ Ta.7[, . ].. . [¢c4dn é
Aarr[ | Jyvo[ Xdrrlo]{v}vo[c 7 pello]v]-

AL Jeapxyeal v[o]c apxiic &[pxecOar Sia-
Peper—pu| déper puk[pdc pév yap
Jovencafp'o[ ovenc aifpiofc, peydnc
30 |Bemwedn[ 8’ émwedn[c kal véTi-
Jocdiaror| oc ua 76 m[Aelw covw|felv dépa.

1 After o, apparently p corr. to ¢ cf. 20 5 fin. Scemingly Baper) corr. to Bapoc, by m. 1
13/14 Paragraphus not by m. 1 14 ,surface largely abraded, but v strongly suggested 20 aepa:
€ corr. from p 25 |, . [, foot of stroke descending from left, closcly followed by speck, then afier an
interval an oblique coming in from left, followed by lower left of apparent arc as of efloc
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col.i. 2-3 xal] dclre (or de | 78) dmAdc elmelv: méc eimeiv 7 P: kal dwAdc elmeiv Schneider (v 682, v1vi): kat
de dmAdc eimeiv Coutant, neither claiming nor assigning credit. Cf. dic dmddic elmeiv in §§ 1 and 2.

5 P has a three-letter crasure between rdmov and mvéovrec; an insignificant blunder, it is now
evident,

6-g 1 take it that the scribe intended od pupd 8 évradfa kA, as P. Schneider emended to o8 pixpdy &
dvradha dMa peylery fomiy 76 The xdpac Sfoc Exer (uuwpav BO, riic M [= Theodorus]), but the transmitted
text is unexceptionable (for predicative foms cf. e.g. Dem. Ol 2. 22, peyddy ydp poms . . . % 7ixn), and the
noun phrase (76 . . . éew) quite in Theophrastus’ manner; ‘a most important factor here is that the places
have height!?

9 ydp (om. group 8, now known to have no ancient authority), oddly rejected by Wimmer, is obviously
right.

9-10 mpol[x]édmu: mapardfm P: mpocdyy edd. There is not room at the beginning of 10 for cx. mpordymnt
for mpockdpm, then, a simple slip, facilitated at once by the syllabification problem (cf. ii 13) and by the
existence of the word.

18-19 ke 1iic 8 ad|[riic]: éx Thc adriic 8 P (dk 1ic § abric §” EO). Should preference be given the papyrus’
placement? Aristotle at least would probably have preferred the earlier placing (cf. e.g. Mete. 377429 Tdc 8
adrac alriac, 37902 5 8 adry alria, but 381211 8id T adriw yop alrlay v.l. alriav ydp), Theophrastus T am not
(Quite so sure.

21 After ¢ 8¢ véroc the transmitted text, which will have occupied ¢. g lines lost from the foot of this
column, continues: Myawv, 0ev kal 7 mapoyuia cvpPoviedes Ta mepl Tode mwhobc (i.e. [ed mAeiv] dpxopévov Te véTou
wai Ajyovroc Popéao, [Arist.] Pr. 26. 45 [with different explanation], f. ibid. 20, 27). 6 pév yap €b0dc ofov
mikevrau Toic mepl dprrov olkodew & 8¢ paxpdy ddécrnrer xpoviwrépa 8 1) Tdv drwlev dmoppor) kai Srav dfpoicdi
whjfoc. Toic yap kTA.

col. ii. 4-5 Confusion here. 4 originally ended in voroc. o 8¢, like Bope, is a subsequent addition. After ac,
anywv was writlen, but y (sic) has a (cancelling?) dot above it. The medieval manuscripts here have just 6 véroc
dpxduevoc péyac. The papyrus’ underlying text must be 6 véroc dpxdpevoc péyac, 6 8¢ fopéac Ay (‘the south
wind is strong at its inception, the north at its ecssation’). But the scribe wrote vorac instead of peyac, skipped
odeBope, and misread Aycwv; and the text was only partially made good. The effective discrepancy, then, is over
6 8¢ Bopéac Mjywv: textual loss in P, or interpolation in the papyrus? The fuller expression would not surprise,
but the briefer is readily intelligible in the light of the preceding sentence (sec ati 21 for text), and the garbling
in the papyrus could be the result of an attempt to incorporate a marginal addition, itself a gloss wpdc cagjverav.
On balance, even without invoking lectio brevior potior, 1 think the probability lies with P here.

9 de[v]vexéc: 1. cuvexée, with P. d- no doubt induced by the preceding privative.

12-13 Perhaps exal[<]}lcro[ ¢ J¢ (the surface is abraded at the end of 12). Syllabification problem, |z or
Jer; ef. 1 9-10 and sce Mayser®i 1. 222¢.

13-14 Towdroc ¥* §¢ 784 méppw P: Torobroc Toic 8¢ méppw edd.: rotoiroc {elc) 8¢ 16 méppw {mpordwvy Gigon.
Presumably elc §]¢ vel sim. in the papyrus; some such phrase is clearly indicated.

mdppw is the papyrus’ regular spelling: iii 6, 16.

14-15 It appears that two lines are missing between the fragments, as transcribed. A reconstruction
omitting pdAov, along with the Aldine and Wimmer, would be me[ppw ral dvapakijc xai Siecracpévoc. TodTwy
pév | odv 7d]c k7; but I sce nothing in favour of this.

18 78]mouvc: Tpdmouc P, corr. cdd.

20-2 T48e [ odr Ay 6¢erev dvd|[Aoyo]v Exew (Or cxeiv): Todro & odv xal 86¢ew dvddoyor elvar P. Schneider
printed roro 8 oSk dv 86¢etev dvdhoyov elvar in his text (i 760) but later preferred 070 8 dv rat 8€etev dAoyov
etvar (v Ivi), accepted by Wimmer. 7oi7o 8 odv {xai} 3dfetev dv dloyor elvar Gigon. The papyrus proffers
unanticipated novelty in 7¢8e and &xew, and its text of the whole clause, if I have rightly restored it, is to be
followed, I should supposc. A similar transition occurs later in this treatise, at §§ 31-2: 7 pév odv copmrdpara
meparéov dmact Saipeiv. éxeivo 8 dv Séfeev dromov kal mapdloyov elvar, kTA (where éxeivo refers forward, as
7d8¢ here, and resolution follows introduced by afriov 8¢). For dvddoyov éxew {dvddoyov functioning
adverbially) of. c.g. Arist. Mete. 339*18, 362P32; no doubt in this phrasc éew has got corrupted to efvac
elsewhere too.

23 &yydc: éavrod P. We have had 7év cdveyyuc rémwv in § 5 above, and roic éyybc in § 6, and in the
balancing clause here we have év Toic whnciov. 1 find this difficult to decide.

25-6 ward | [yydv]a: xeqpaw P. The papyrus’ text (1. xewdva) is clearly right. It is Boreas itself that 1s
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péyac (§2,§5), in winter (§ 10 inlac.); of. [Arist.] Pr. 26. 62, did 7 of Bopéar peydow Tob yedvoc v Toic Puxpoic
Témoic émwédedot, éw 8 allpior;

27 érfwedric: cowvedric P. The traces suit ex[, but not cu[. cowvedécrarocis used of dijp in § 2, and certain
winds are described as aillpior kai devvvedeic in § 11, but émwedjc is what we would expect here (cf. e.g. §§ 4, 7, 8,
regularly opposed to aifipioc), and the matter might be thought clinched by [Arist.] Pr. 26. 62, quoted in the
previous note. (émwegeic, which is I think always active, while émwépedoc is regularly passive, might have been
expected there, but I hesitate to propose the change, for the distinction is not obscrved with the cov-
compounds.)

col.iil. 2-3 ¢fdver myyvic: pOdvew kal miyvuce P: pOdver éxmnyvic Wimmer, coll. [Arist.] Pr. 26, 62 ¢0dvovrec
myvivrec: phdver myyvic Gigon.

6 The correction is curious in view of the fact that P apparently offers no connective here: elc 76, #w {(5¢)
cdd. plur., eic (8¢} ra é¢w Gigon, Coutant. The papyrus’ corrected text is presumably right.

7-8 16 péyebo[c] pa[A]|Aov 7 7 puxpdrac: Tod peyéBove udAdov 4 Puxpéryc P. The papyrus’ text, anticipated
in totality by Gigon and by Coutant (and I dare say by others; but Wimmer prints % oypdryc), is obviously
correct, hiatus afier 7 being venial. Cf. [Arist.] Pr. 26. 62 ééw 8¢ v peyéfe: épydlovrac (sc. of Bopéar) pdddov 7 1>
Yuxpe [in the previous clause, rav 8¢ mayy (sc. 7d végy), uévouce 8ia Bdpoc, surely read péved?], Arist. Mete. 3640
10-12.

8-9 Buadirorar: 1. 8tadiSorai.

9-10 76 épyaldpevov: épyalopévn P: épydlerar edd. Once again the papyrus’ reading is a distinct
improvement: ‘this (sc. 76 péyefoc) is what has its eflect’, 1.c. the strength of the wind blows the clouds away,
rather than its coldness freezing them. In P evidently 7o was lost by haplography, and the participle brought
into concord with 1} Yuypdryc. 76 épy- will be in crasis.

14 We might expect aiffpioc del, in iteration of § 6 fin., and this is what seems to underlie the muddle in the
papyrus. P, however, gives aifpiav dyet. Decision is not easy; but if the truth were aiflpeoc dei I would not expect
to find dei again after derwdrepoc, and corruption from alfplav dye to alfipioc del is in the context more readily
intelligible than the other way about. Aristotle has mowdew alfpiav in comparable context { Mete. 36429; but
also aifpioc is regularly used of a clearing wind, e.g. [Arist.] Pr. 843213 alfplovc elvas).

15 & def (as P) must be the truth. Evidently a quasi-haplographic omission (44).

20 The suprascript a makes scriptio plena.

drwlei: dmwbeirar P. Editors have not demurred at drwfeirar, but the middle seems not to be used in such
context; cf. § 4 dwwlel 7ov dépa, § 7 fin. covwleiv dépa, § 20 AB) Tov mAnciov dépa, de sensu 54 dnwboivra d¢°
éovrod . . . Tov dépa, Arist. Mete. 35801, 368P2, 373%9, [Arist.] Pr. g429, 94429, 945721; passives passim, as
covaleiclar wheicTov dépa and éfwlheirar in § 2.

21-2 ofiroc: o¥rwe P. ofroc is in fact the reading of most of the MSS, including Q (Mediol. Ambrosianus
P8o sup., Burnikel’s 74), which according to Burnikel, Untersuchungen, stands between the archetypal PP and all
the remaining MSS. (Dr Burnikel in his private collations negatively reports ofrwc only for P [his 16], U [Par.
gr. 2277, his 23], and the Aldine and a manuscript copy thereof [his 20 and 21].) But if his stemma is correct, as 1
believe it is, only P’s ofrwc has authority, and Qs agreement with the papyrus is without significance.

obrwe is the aceepted text; but ofroc, with reference to the djp, scems to me unquestionably right, For the
object-subject transition cf. e.g. § 20 dbfj 7ov mAnciov dépa kdkeivoc Tov éxduevov, and for the propricty of
applying the condensation ctc. to the air rather than to the wind itsclf it is cnough to refer to § 2, where the
north and south winds mAeicrov xpdvov mvéovcr 8id 16 covmbeicfau mAeicrov dépa mpde Eprerov Kal pecyufpiav . . .
édwletrar yap évradfa . . ., 8id xal murvdraToc xai cowedécraroc & drp dbpoifopévov 8 &b’ éxdrepa moAdob (sc.
éépoc) wrd; cf. [Arist.] Pr. 94122, ofroc in the post-P tradition may be owed either to conjecture or to happy
Crror.

25 76 8¢ kai 76 P: ére 8¢ xai 76 Schneider. Ncither of these stood in the papyrus, and I do not know what
did. 76 8¢ Tov dvepov is not to be read, 76 8] dre{pov hardly.
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(3695-3711)
and Life of Aesop (3720)

ABSnpa 3709 — 3

dBpdc 3707116

dyafdc 37081, 19?

Ayachévyc [37021 3]

dyew 3709 — 6 3710 i 23, iii 33
dyfvwp 3710 1ii 24, 26

HAykaioc [3702 2 3]

dyvoeiv 3700 7 3720 70

dypeiv 371011 21-2

dyxiporoc 3710 iii 21

d8uxeiv 3720 [89-9o?], 98
Adunroc 3702 [* 137], [? 7-8]
Adpacroc 37021 29

dduvvarteiv [3720 557}

del 36951 5?

detde 3720 [103], [114]

a1p 3720 110

dfeoc 3708 2 | 34

Abiwar 37021 8], [97]
Abmvaioc 37101 11, ii 25 37111iig1?
a0Myrijc 3699 ) ii 45

al 3697 6?

Alyodedc 37021 28-9

Alydmrior 3720 16, 23

Abyvrroc () 3720 114
Afyvrrroc (6) 37021 35, 38
atddc 3710 il 31, 32

allnéc 3698 8

Alhrnc 3698 18

alvoc [371011 6?]

Abvoc 3711111 33, 34, 35 37209, [32], [97] (or Aivoc)
aif 3710 iii 33

alpeiv 3708 2 | 40

aiclOncic {3708 2 — 44]
Alcovidnc 3698 17

alcytveclar 3720 74

aleydvy 37082 § 37 3720 12-13

Alcwmoc 3720 [67], 11, 15, 24, 27, 97, 100, 105, 113

alria 37021 37 37082 — 2

alredclor [3710 i 87]

drabapcia 3701 ii 29-30

drarpoc 3720 67

Axdpac 37021 8

drardAgrroc [3707 11 5-6]

drovew 3720 21, 45

drcpacia 3699 i 1o

aMifea 3720 9

dAnfedew [37101 482]

dAn0nc 37081 | 327

Alxaioc 371111 17, % 12

Hdrpéeov 3699 (9 i 4-5

dAMd 3698 19?7 3700 24 3710ii g, 20, 29, 33, iii 32,
[ivg] 3720 34, [68], [72], 80, [90]

&Moioc 3699 (1 147

dMoc 3698 327, 417 37081 — 327, | 267 3720 57

dAore 3710 1i 46, 47

@AAdrproc 3710 ii o-1

Averreddic 3699 @iii [1], 2, Wi 5?, i {2-3], [6?], 9
14

Adwmerovricioe 3711 1 i 35

dpa 37101i 20

duabic 3720 75

Spaprdver 371111 16 3720 6o

(-)dpaprdvew 3708 2 | 27, [28?]

Apapvyxeic 37021 2

Gprec 3698 187

dumedoc 3695 18 57

Apdipayoc [37021 1]

dpdorep- 37011 21-2

dpddrepor 3703 g

& 3697 4 369991 8, Wii7 37082 — 34 [3710ii
6] 3711'ii1g 3720 43

ay| 369512 3

dvd 3710 iii 21
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dvayi(y)virexew 3720 [17], 17 dmoméumerv 3720 22
dvayxdlew 37082 | 13 andpfnroc [3720 86]
Svdyxn 3708 2 [— 23-47], § 397 [3720 40] dméppnroc 3720 76
dvarpeiv 3720 10 drocrpépecfar 3720 4
dvaf 3707 2 12 dmordccecfar 3720 113
dvamdccery 3701 ii 26 drmorpoc [3710 1 14]
dvacxevdlew [3708 2 117] dmépleypa 37082 | 6
dvarilfévar 3720 g5 dpa 3698 23, 36 37101 23
avip 3699 (il g 3700 18 3720 58, [89], [92] Apyoc 37021 2(9, 2 [1], [6], [10-11]
dvloc 3701 i 20, dg%?], i 13, 14 dpydpov 3699 @) i 4
dvbpwmoc 3699 D18 3710 57 37111i 21 Apnc 37021 28
dvimrachar 3720 110 (-)dpfpov, -oc 3696 — 8?
dvecrdvar 3703 7 Aplerapyoc 3710 [i 26?], i 37
dvopoc [3699 iy 4-5] 37041 — g? HAprerdviroe 3710 [(i 252)], 1 (21), (34), (iii 35)
dvéparoc 3708 2 — 35 dpucroc 3708 % | 23
dvocpoc 37011 24 Apictorédnc 37081 — 14
dvraywvicric 3720 63 Apicroddrme 37101 10?7, [267], 111 33
dvri 37101 19?,1i 7, 32-3, 1ii 377 dppwereiv [3720 547]
dvriypddew 3720 18 apcyy 3710 1ii 29, 38?
dvridicoc 37081 — [13], 197, [* | 12] dproc 3720 84
dvrinelpevoy 37082 — [11], 15-16 dpxerv 3710 i1 12 [3720 30-1]
HAvrioxoc 37082 | 53? dpx1 [3708 2 — 6] 3720 25
dvrimadoc 3720 77 dpxnyérnc 3697 3
dvrippncic 3708 1 — 29 dcefeiv 3720 10
dvridacic 3708 2 — 14 Ackdragoc 37021 27
Avripoc [37021 11-12] dexeiv 3699 () iy 5
dvrpov 37041 | 5 Ackcdymibe [37021 167]
dvdbyew 3710111 12 demdlecfar 3720 [62], [7]
&fioc 3708 2 | 13, 21 Actépiov 37021 142 (apicre[ pap.)
dou8dc see pdéc dery 3710 11ii 21
amalSevroc 3699 ) iii 4-5, @ i 7-8 dcvpmabiic 3700 152
dmaldc [3701 ii 20-17] drédeta 3711 1ii 15
dmac 3706 11 10 (-11) drélevroc 3695 12 217
drepoc 37082 | 12 Arruci) 3709 — 5
dmeAleiv 3700 16 druyeiv 3708 2 |, 35
&microc 3708 2 |, 507 ad 3708 2 — [11], [21]
émé 369518 57 37021 38 37082 — 327 [37111ii  adyf 3710ii 51 (em.), [557]
93?] 3720 64, 71 ad) 3720 45
dmodetvivar 3708 1 — 29? adpov 3720 44, [80]
dmodidévar 3720 33, 42 avTdp 3698 13 [37101i 13]
dmrofeiv 3720 617 adrixa [3710 iv 97}
dmobincavpilew 3720 Bo-1 adréfev 3708 2 — 43
dmobvjckew 3720 46 asrév 3699 () ii 14 37082 — 8 3720 y0; see also
dmoxabaipew 3701 i 17 éavrdy
dmoxabapricdc [3701 ii 287] avrée (i) ipse 3708 t — 14, 17; (i) idem 3701 ii
dmoxaprepeiv 3720 g9 14 37082 — 31? 37101ii 35; (dii) pron. [3702!
dmokpivecfar 3720 20 41] 3708 ® — 33, 42, | 17, 24-5, 307, 31,
dmowpinrew 3710 i 48 32 37101i 39, 48, 537, iii 147 371111 21, 31, ii
dmokreivew 3699 9 i g, 11 37021 36 30 3720 1, 2, 57, 82, g, 11, 18, 22, 25, 26, 27,
drodyumdvew 3710 iii 10 28-9?, 29-307?, 63, 69, 71, 88, 101, 105, 107; (i) or
Amodé8wpoc 37011 23 3708! — 277 (#11) 3706 11 7,2 47, 7
dmodddvar 3708 2 | 26 adrob 37101ii 19
AndéMev 3707 2 12 371011 35 ddapeiv 3720 86

dmodoyeicfar 3720 8 dgavic [3711 11 30-17]



I NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 181

dpavilew 371011 52
Adapedc [37022 5]
dprévar 3708 2 | 297
adoput) 3699 i
Axaide 3710 iii 25
axAde 3701 ii 29

Badilew (3720 65-6]

B(i/\/\ew 37101 27

BapPapixdc 3696 | 8

Bapvc 3706 'ii 27

Bacidela 3702 46

Baciedew (37021 46-77?]

Bacirede 37021 39 3720 4,7 8,{g-10?), 14,16-17,
23, 38

Baciducée 3711 Vii 25 3720 45

Bacrdlew 3720 108, 109 10

Béroc 3695 1% 19

BéAricroc 3701 ii 24

BeAriwv 3720 [74], 81

Bia 37021 4«

Blatoc 3699 1 iv 3

Bioc 3699 ) iii 1-2, 6, Wi {47], [6-77], ¥ i 2, [6?)
3720 56, [79], [99]

Brotv 3699 “ iv 5-6

BhaBepsc 3699 “Wiii 1, Vi g

BAdmrew 3720 70

BAémew 3700 4 37101 [6], 16

Bonfeiv 3711 1i20 1

Bowwtio 37021 26 -

Bopéac 3702 % 4

Bovreclar 37021 42

Bovaetew [3700 177]

PBovd} 3710iv 6 3711 'ii 12

BovAnua 3720 112

Boivc 3710 il 42

Bpayic 37021 46

Bpédoc 37101 7

Buldvrioc 371011 25

yapeiv 37041 | 3?

ydpoc 3698 167 37021 41

vép 369512 14 3698 6 3699 “)iii 10, (Wi 6, 10,ii 8
3701i12 370238 37061 (i8), (ii1) 3708!->g?,
2> 93} 98 3710137, 17,11 11, 23, 24, 48, iii 11,
22, 26, 2g, [397],ive 3711'i23, 41 3720 33, 38,
10, 48, [58], 67, 69, 741, 77, 78, 81, 94 (bis), 111

ye3697 27 3699 Vi3 37081 307 37101 49, ii 13,
21,iv 6?

yelrwv 3708 2 | 18

yevérye 37041 | 3

yewva[ 3697 2

yévoc 3699 ‘1 ii 5 37062 147 [37082 — 47| 3711
Yii2g? 3720 59, 77

Tepwac 3711 1 i 342

y7 3701 i 5

yypdexew 3698 g

yi(y)vecla 3699 “Vi7 3702139 40 3706 [1ii8?],2
6, [8?] 3708 2 — 29, 30?, 36 3710 ii 39-4o0, iii
18 3711tig1 3720 34-5, 82 3, 108-9

yAudupéc 3698 50

yAvkie (370611 17]

yAdcca 3720 66

yvdfoc [3699 ) ii g)

'vap[l_;ew 3720 89?

yovete (3720 40]

yovij [37101 157}

ypdupa 3711 i 29

ypamréc 3708 2 | 487

ypadew 3710 i1 37, 1ii 33

(«)ypddew 3710 1iv 9

yuiovr 3706 2 11

yov) 3699 i 14 3720 56-7, [75]

T'upraivy 3702 [18-19], [20?]

Safc 3710 v 4

Sarpiew 3720 4.

Sdxrvioc 3706 2 g7

Aavaidec 37021 42, 49

davade 37021 34, 40, 43

8a1TlJ'.u1Jp.a 3700 ’23?

Sdc 3700 4

Sactc [37101 257)

Sdgrn 3695 ° 3

56369512 12, 2, 4,247 3696 —> 06,87 3698 12, 187,
23, 24, 317,327 3699 i1z 370022 370117,
14, 28, i1 19, 38, 35 37021 32, [42], [487] (3706
ti10) 3707'i8,%4,11 3708! > 13, 14, 16, 302,
26, [9]’ [”]) l‘1’<17>3 18, [2()])23!31333)3?)3Gw
38, 39, 447, { 1, 10?7, 12, 17, 18, 31, 32, 33, )
2? 37101 8, ii 28, 42, [53?], 1ii 19, 21 (bis), [23],
a5, 27 (bis), 40, iv 8, 10 3711 Vi 15, 17, 21, {25],
27, [29?], 30, 1i 27, 31, 85, 36 3720 2, 11, 13, 25,
26, [27], 27, 41, [52], 53, [55], {591, 84, [86], 88,
[97], 100, 102, 104, 105, 109

(=)8etrvivar 37101 11 3720 297

Setv 3706 11 14 3720 [39], 42

Seiv ‘bind’ 3720 111

Sewde [3720 51 ’

Sercidalpwy 3708 2 | 34

8éjac [37101i 12-13]

Séuviov 3710111 12, [12]

(-)6eéroc 3696 — 3

Sémac 3710 11 18 (bis?)

Aevicadiwy 37021 6]

Sevrepoc 3708 2 — 23, J1? 371011 45-6

87 [3695 8 11?] 3698 [9], 13, 14, 15
13? 37051,2,3 3710iig

3699 ' i
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8Aoc 3710111 13 [3720 767

dnAody 3710 ii 36, [iii 567

Snunyopeiv 3703 3 - 47

Anuijrpioc 37101 g?

84 3695 17 62 37021 36 3708 % | 30?7, 48? 3710
iii 18 3711 'ii 28 3720 3, [32], [41], [98], 106

StaPalvew 3706 11 12

SiaBoXd [3708 2 —> 27-87]

StdBoroc 3720 92

Siarpeiv {37081 — 15]

Sualpecic 3708 1 — [17], [2

Siaxovia 3710 i 31

Suddmphic 3708 2 ) 30

Siapévew 3720 86-7

Swacmray 3711 ' 1i 28-9

Stardccew 3708 1 — 227

Suarovoc 3706 i [4-57], 97

Suagpépew [3710 i 10]

Swapopd 3708 2 — 33, | 4 37101iii 35

Sudepopoc [3708 2 — 57?]

Suayeiv 3701 i 26

8i18évar 3700 137
25, [91]

Suiymcc (37081 — 157]

Slicacoc [3708 2 ), 31-27] 3720 11, [33]

Sucavikéc 3708 1 — [14, If')], 28, ¢ [23?], [’28?]

Ab8wpoc 3710 i 47

Scoueyriic 3720 26

Awovicioc 3708 2 — 487

dibvvcoc 3711 Vi [137], 24, 27

Serddcioc [3720 41-2]

Soxeiv 3708 2 — 31?2 3710ii 17 3720 106

86£0.3699 Vi 2

SovAevew 3700 [177], 24

AovAixror 37021 [JI 33

Sovhoc [3699 i g-10] [3720 707]

Spmerip 3710 iii 24, 25, 277

8piic 36953 g7

Sovauic 3701 ii 6, [l()] [16], 28

Stvacla 3699 i 7-8 3720 43, [90?|

830 3700 18

*Suemevericdc 3708 2 —> 77?

Sopa 3710 ii 22, iii 19

Awpiede 3710 iv 2?

Spov [3708 % | 16?]

57), [* = 57]

[3702 ! 40] 3709 | 57 3720 8,

éav 37082 ) 1, [17], 27, 3, 4 (bis), 10, 18, 20, 21, 297,
@4 1g 37101 15? 3720 [21?], 45, [73], [87]

édv 3720 11

éavrdy 3708 — 18 3710 ii 537 3720 287, [517),
108; see also adTdév

éyyi(y)veclar 3699 @iy

éyxwproloyucdy 370711 7

éyxoc 3710 i 20

INDEXES

éyd> 3695 12 5,18 10? 3698 12, 15-’ 3700 7?2, 12, 13,
15, 20, .21, 22 37038 371011 177 3720 37

é0oc 3710 1i 31, iii 22

el 3699 Wiii 10, D ig? 37081 ->29? 3710ii 197, iii
11; see also al

eldévar 3700 5, 20 3720 83

eldire see {Bunde

€8oc 3708 2 — 5?

elicc 3708 ' > 357?

elxdv 3708 2 — 15

et)\m/nvnc [37101ii 5-67]

elvar 3698 347 3699 [ iii 2, 6, Wiy, Wig, (0]
4, 11 4, 9 3700 19, 22 (his) 3707 4 37081 —
9, 232, = 312, | 5, [10], 31 (bis) 37101 19, ii
34,111 3,47, 6, 12, 16, 22 37111142, 11, 17, 28, i
23?3720 13, [39], 44, 59, 63, [77], 81, [91],
106, 111

(-)elvar 3708 2 — g?,

eivera [3695 12 4]

elmeiv 3696 — 4 3703 8

Eipdva 3707 Vi 2

elpwvedecfa 3720 g3

€lc 3699 Vi 1e 3702144 37061ii1?,2 3708' —
15, 34, 2 -> [26], 28 37101ii 51, iii g0 371111 19,
22, 29, ii 29 3720 11, 307, 36, 467, [80], 114; see
also éc

elc 3699 ) i 10

elra 3701 ii 2

éic, ¢£ 37021 433 passim, * passim 3703 9 37041 i
5 3706114724 3708% —> 40, 42, [447], 447, {
15 37101 7, 8 it 44, 54, 111 34 3711 Y ag, i 20,
23 3720 25, 4

éxacroc 37021 34, 5? (em.), 35-6 37082 — 12

éxPdew 3720 93

éxcPacic 37081 —> 17, 302,20 > 2

éxdoroc 3720 27?

éxet 3708 ¢ — )53 3710 i 19?

ekeivoc 3699 [ 1521, {11 1] 3700 [227], 24 37112
3?7 3720 [15], ()1 112

iclpgreew 37041 ) 4.

éxxatdexacvlafoc 37071 (3), [8 9?]

éxxardéraroc 3710 1ii 8, (18?)

ékrprcc 3701 ii g2

xdéyew 3708 2 | 2347

éceimew 3710 ii g8

éxdeufc 3710 it 36, 41

érmodaov 3700 14

excpiv 3720 57

érdc 3708 % | 47

eeaivew 37101 53

awov 3701 1 22

eAdecwr 3710 i1 46

édadpdc 3695 12 g 37011 [B-g?], 21

eXedilew 3706 1 i g?

\”41’ 42

3710iii 31 3720 97
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eABeiv 37041 | 5 37082} g 3710iii 21-2, 23-4, 25,
27, 40,iv8 3711 1ii 30

(-)érfeiv 3711 Vi 2?

‘EX\dvicoc 3711 11 102, il 15-16?

éudc 3720 31

éumerdlew 37101 51

éuminrew 371011 51

éumhiydny [37101 49]

éumAnkroc 37101 52

éumopoc 37082 | 1?

& 3701ii2 37036 37082 ->37,{ 3,39 3709 —
3 3710ii [7], 36, 41, 1ii 9, 11 (bis), 30 371111
10?, 27 3720 45, 46, 66, 111

&vavrioc 3708 2 — [16], | [18?], 32, 38

dvamolvijcxew [3720 46]

évappdvioc 3706 11 13

&denjc [3707 3 ii 1-27]

&vdeiv 3707 2 4?

évBexacidraPoc [(3707 2 8?)]

évexa see elvexa

dvexev (3699 (9 ii 3] 3708%—> 36 3720 94

evepyrjc 370111 15

&vfa 3698 37 37101 23

&vfdde 3710 iii 39?

éviévar 37011 9

énoe 3708 1 | 30?

&vradfo 3708 2 — 35 3710iii 20

évre[ 3695 12 2

évretfev 3711 1 ii 26

&yrexvoc [37082 | 97]

évrpémechar 3720 72

¢enyeicBor 3710 i 487

& [3708 2 — 16)

éopr 3709 — 3,6 3710iii 39

émaweiv 37101 41

émarovew 3720 31

émdvew 3720 108

el 36957 37 3698 13 3707 1ii2? 3710ii 35, 48,
ii 147, 377

"Emeide 3710 iii 27-8? (em.)

émetra 3698 147

*¢revdéechar 3720 82?7 (emevdeachar pap.)

émepwrdv 3720 20-1

i 3696 — 87 3698 30 3707 i 4 37082 | 32
(bis) 3710ii 12, 30, [52?], ili40 3711 1ii 15, 17,
25 3720 33, [84], 85, [95], 96, 98, 110

émpB[ 369512 13

emuyi(y)vdsexew 3720 [9], 17

émeyors) 3710 it 30

emecvivar [3720 66-7)

émbBopeiv 3699 @ i ro-11?

émucaleiv 3720 1

émidoyoc [3708 1 —> 16]

émpereicfar 3720 71

183

énimpocfev 3710 ii 39

émexomeiv 3701 1 25

émicracfar 3720 62, [91]

émicrod 3720 16

"Enicrpopoc [3702 1 22]

emyelpnua [3708 2 | 7]

émoc 371111 17

énTacdAafoc 37072 3

"Epyivoc [3702 % 6]

éyov 371111 28

épeiv 37081 — 21, [217] 37101 17,1 147
"Eperpidc 3701 ii 8

Epwic 37041 — 4

‘Eppayépac 3708 1 — 16

‘Epudc [3702 % 9]

épvew 3695 12 287

épyechar 3710 i 32

épwc, "Epwc 3695 12 marg.?, 127, [197],17 67, 1% 10
épwrdv 3720 227

éc 3698 24 3710iii [237], [247], 27
échAdc 3698 26

écyaroc 3707114 [3720 105-6]
écxdrwe 3710 1 177

écw 371011 167

érep- 3700 57

érep() (nota) 3700 52, 7

érepoc 3708 ¢ — 40 3710149 3720 95
érjrupoc (37101 8?)

ér 371011 47, 27

53699 D ii 7 3710iii 387 3720 [40], 68, [88]
ededric 3696 — 6?

edévrevkroc 3720 82

edepyéryc 3720 73

Ebpacoc 3710 iii 35

Edunloc [37021 137})

ebvowa 3720 94.

edvoirdc 3720 52-3

edmpatia [3720 6 ;

Edpuridne [3699 'Y iv 7-87]
Edpukpdrnc 37101 9?

Elpvroc [3702 % 8-9)

. ebeaproc 3710 iii 38

&bccedpoc 3698 25

edruyeiv 37082 | 35 3720 87

ebipnuoc 3698 21

evyeclos 3720 [53-4]

eby 3696 — 9?

fyew 3699 (03 11 37011 24, ii 7, 28 3702 ! 467
3703 6 3707 =28 3708 * — [77), [8?], 9, 12,
19, (211, 33, 4 8, @ —1? 3710ii 20, iii 32 [3711
Yi2g?] 3720 12, [26?], 49, [71]

(-)éxew 3695 1 8

2x0pc 3708 2 | 1-2, 12 3720 50, 53, [81], [88]

"Exiwv [3702 2 9]
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€we 3701 i [1], 24 3710iii 21

Zaxuvvfoc [37021 33-4]

Zedc 369512 147 3698 347 370226, [12] [3711'i
37

{quia 37111116

Ly 3720 13, [15], [567)

Znvédoroc 371011 10, [ii 7], [iti 40]

yreiv 3699 ) i 117 3708 1 — 23 (3710 i 33
marg.) 3720 79

{irnpua 3708 2 — 45 [3720 18]

ZiTne [3702 2 3]

7 3699 () ii v, [8], iii 7 37041 | 6 (bis)? 3707 :
9, 10 3708 2 | [2?], [16 (bis?)] 3720 56 (bis),
75, 82

7} 3698 35°?

573699 (Y i13? 3703 7? 3720 109

#8umdfeia 3699 Vi 12-13

$8ic 3699 (Vi 5

Hloc 370611 8

o 3701 ii 2 3710 i 35, 38-9, 49, 51

"Hie [37021 4]

nueic 3700 5?7 37082 12 [3720 1; see also Gupec

Yuépa 3710 1i 41, 44, 1ii g, 11 (bis), 19 3720 78

Nuérepoc 37082 19

fmioc 371011 5?

‘Hpaxd- [3697 77]

‘Hpdxertoc 3710 ii 43

‘HpaxXijc 3700 1 3702 [! 10}, [? 5-6)

M. 37101ii 33

Jcbat 37101 25

7701 37082 15

frrécla: [3699 ¥ ii 10-11]

Hrrov [3708 2 — 18] 37101ii 23

"Hepaictoc 371111 18, 28

faddecioc 3701 ii [27), 34

OdAarra 3703 7

Oaijc 37101i 38

favaroc 371111 16-17 3720 13

Oédew 3700 6, 19 3720 [10], 15, 24, 58

Oepifevoc 3697 47

Oépic 371111 3, 47

Oeddwpoc 37081 — 57?, 33?7

Bedc 3699 () 1i 8 3710iii 21 371114 25-6 [3720
38]

Oepu- 37011 27-8

Oeppacia {3701 ii 17-187]

OépcavBpoc [37021 257]

Oeccaria [37022 8]

Oeccaddc 37021 12]

Oéctap 37021 24

fnurde [37101 247]

INDEXES

O7Avc 3700 2 3710 iii 29
04p 37041 — 5

Onplov 3711 Vit 117, 29
Oncede [37021 g)
Ovijexer 3720 12

Opdrec 37111 ii 36
Opdxn [37022 4] 3711111 33
Opacic [3699 9 iv g7]
(-)0pémrew 3720 34
Buydrnp 37021 34, 44
Odew 3711 1ii 19, 24
Bupdc 369518 g 3720 73
89pa 3700 3, 9

Bvcia 3710 iii 23

IdApevoc 37021 27-8

(=)iauBoc [3707 21 6]

“I6ac 37022 ¢

Burdc 37082 —> 1, 9, [12], 19, [21]

i8i0c 37041 | 37 3708 — 3, 12?,2 - [5?], [487], |
172,30 3720 [14], 647

I8opevesc 37021 5-6

804 3700 117, 14

lepedew 3710 iv 6-7, [9-10]

lepdc 37101 212, 22?; see also {pée

lepwetvy 3711 1 ii 25

ixdvew 3710 1i 6

Trdproc 37021 31

fAeyyoc 3701 1 10?

téevric 3720 103

va 370012 37082 41,42 3710 [ii8?),iii 14 3720
34, [44]; 51, 52, 54, 61, 72, [88]

Tnmddiyuoc (or Trmadxpoc) 3702 [! 267], 2 11

ipdc 3695 12 237

icdfeoc [3720 397?)

coc 3708 2 — 18

lexupée 370111 36 [3720 62-3]

fexve 37112 4

{rapdc 3700 18

Tdiroc [3702 1 22]

Twvec 3711 11 31

Kalpeioc 371111 5

kabaipew 3710 ii 26

kafapéc 3710 i 27

kabécew 3703 8

rabnuepwic 3720 42-3, 79

xabfhchas [3720 48)

xabficrdvar 3720 26

kafédov 3708 2 — 41

xafdic [3720 24)

wxal 3695 12 10 3698 20, [397] 3699 ¥ ii 6, 13, 15,
iii 1, 6, 7, 10, iv 12, ¥ i g, [6?], @i 13 (bis), 14
(bis) 370013 3701ig3,47? 6,7, 11,15, [19], 21,
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24,ii 3, 8,9, 11,18, 21, 23, 25, 29, 30, 31, 33 3702
L[6], [12], [22], 27, 31, [32), [36], 49, * [3]; 5], 9,
[12] 37036 3706'i(7), (13),ii (1), (5) 37087
g 17’22725>26735)36?>J’ 297,214, [16}, 17,35,
40, 42, 2?, 157, 20,30 37101447,ii 7,8, 10 (bis),
[14], 23, 26,ili 27,36 37111ig,23,ii13, 14 3720
2,3, 4, 9, [20], 32, [44], 44, 487, 52, 54, 617, [68],
69, [72], 76, 80, [82], [83], 92, 95, [98], [106}, 107,
109, 112, 115 (bis)

Kaixideoc 3708 2 — 39

rapde 3720 [86], 93

raxodapovilew 3699 ) ii 13-14

wawde 3699 ) ii 4 3709 57

war- 3696 — 4

KdMaic [37022 4]

kadeiv [3702 1 44-57] 3708 * — 8-g, 19 3710 ii
42 371111 14-15,1i [67], 27 3720 1-2,75

kalA- 3696 — 10

wadhihvupoc 3701 ii 33

xdMoc 3699 9 i o

raAddvew 3710 ii 25-6

xaXde 37101ii g1 3711 1 [19-207], 227

Kddxac [37021 24]

kdAwc 3720 111

xavdy 37072 1, 6

xdmnAoc 3708 2 | 20

Kdcrwp 37022 12

wxard 3695123 3699 (Viii 10 37081 317,322, —>
8,18 37101 2?,ii 50, iii 13, 16, 17, 19 3720 54

karafdAew 3720 50, 65

xaTayyé ew 3710 iii 23

kardyew 37081 — 14 (3710 ii 29)

xarayerdv 3720 67-8

raradeiv 3710 iii 36-7

xararaiew 3701 ii 21-2

kardrAewcroc 3707 % 5

rardieicec [37101i 11]

xaradapfdvew 3708 2 — 42

raTadelmew [3720 81]

xarapavidvew 3700 6

wardmiacpo [37011 3]

karamAdccew (37011 6-77]

xaracxevdlew 37082 11 37111119

rarappoveiv 3720 51

karnyopeiv 3720 8-9

xarqyoplo 3708 2 | 337

karoicilew [3711 1ii 347]

wdrew 3720 47

xeicBar 3710 iii 39

xededew (3711 1ii 18-19?] 3720 1, 24-5, 103, 107

xepSaivew 3708 2 | 14

redpadadyeiv 37011 11

xhpvt (37021 31] 3710iii 20, [22-3]

xwSvvedew (37081 — 32-3]

kivBuvoc 3708 2 | 36
Klewd 3696 | 6

Kdpevoc [3702 2 7]
wijpa [37011 197]
xoiAwpa [3701 i 11]
rowde [3720 82]

xotToc 37101i [g], 10, 11
roXdlew (3720 61-2]
rodaxevew 3720 59
xodoBdc [3710 iii 77]
wopdv 3720 2

ropiler 3711 11 22
xomdy 3720 go-1

xopeiv 3710 ii 22, 26 (bis)
wpn [3710 11 27]
Képwvoc 37027 19
robgoc 3720 58

1pddm 3701 ii 16 (xkAady pap.), 20
xparmvée 3698 5

xpareiv 3720 38, 73
Kpdrne 3710 [i 2?], iii 20
kpépachar 3708 2 — 40
kprjvy 371011 32

Kphrec 371111 92,11 4
Kprpry [37021 7]
kpbmrew 371111 23, 25, 30 3720 47 a.c.
kpunrrdc 3720 76

xptifuc 3710 [ii 407], 1ii 57
xrécOa: 3699 i 11
Kréaroc [37021 1]
wriicic 3720 25, 96

«Poc 3699 (Vi 13

kopa 36951 4

rvvovAide 3710 ii 21
Kbmproc 371011 8

Kbmpic 37042 — 3
womrew 3720 47

xupedew 3720 79

xvpioc 3720 72

rdwv [3720 83]

kac 3710 11 {18?], [20]; see also wdioc
xapm 3695 1% 3

*xdoc, 76 3710 11 197, 20

AdBpoc 3695 1% 7

dapfdvew 3700 10 3701ii xg {37082 | 16?] 3711
lii 197 3720 15, 43, 58, 80?, [1047]

(-)AapBdvew 37081 — 27, | 28,2 | 8

Aapmpde 3700 8 3720 101

AdTpic 3700 2

Myew [3699 () iv 1-2?] 3700 [107], 15, 21 37082
— 34,39 37101 13, [22?), i 29, iii 2 3720 95

(-)Adyer 37081 | 16,2 | 38

A€ 37101 507
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Aeovrede [37021 19]

Xemic [37011 177]

AecBiarde 371111 11

AécProc 3711 2 27

Aécfoc 3711 11 22-3
Xevkoypapic 3701 i 10

Mwv 371111 15, 18-19, 25, 28
Mjyew [3698 137]

Aiyte 3707116

Aivoc see Alvoc

Myoc (37101 33 marg.) 3720 29, 31, [37], 56, [98]
Aoumde 3710iv 57

AovecBos [3720 67]

Avyxede [3702 2 4]

Avdéc 371126

*luxaiyplac (-awc) 3711 Lii 32
Avkdpoc 3720 21-2, 114
AumreicOar 3720 96-7, 98
Mveerereiv 3699 ) i 4

Mcerehipe 3699 ) iii g?

Moayvncla [37027 21]

powde 3711 1ii 28

paivecfar 3699 @ i 15

(-)paivecfar 3695 18 7

Mdiwap 371111 21, 30, ii 16?
Maxedovia 37101 5, 6

pdda [3698 237] [3699 ) iii 7?] 3710ii 33
paddccew [3701 i 10-11]

pdAcra 3706 11 7

pdMov 3699 (V13?7 37082 > 11, [17] 3720 88
Maddrne 3710 i 41

pavBdvew 3699 4 ii 6-7 3720 74, 107-8
paprvpeiv 37082 | 142, [15]

pdpruc 3708 2 | [10], 18-19
pacreyodv 3720 g9

oy 3710 i ??

pdyotpa 3699 (i 6-7

Moaydwv [37021 157]

pdyecfa: 37101 4

peyadloppoveiv [3720 85)

uéyac 369512 24 3701112 372096
Méync 37021 4

Médwv 37021 31

péln 37082 | 3

wedeayv 3720 18

(-)pede[ 369517 3

pellwv 37082 | 36

Meifioc 370611 7?7

pelc 37101ii 44, 50, 547, iii 77
peddvBiov 3701 1 23

MeldvBioc 3710 iii 22

pédac 37011 16

uérew 3697 57

péde 3701 1 22

Mehifowa [37021 17]

#éMew 37082 | 16 [37111123-4] 3720 30, 36, go

pedo- 3706 1 1i 4

peromoila [3706 11 5-6?]

pédoc 3696 — 77

pedpdeiv 3706 11 8, [ii 5-6?]

wév 3698 15 3699 @ ii 107, it 3, i 10 (3706 i
3) 370821, [7?], [9], 12, 21, [31?], 33, [437), }
10 3710ii {11], 167, 22, 38, 42, 49, iii 36 3720
197, [38], 40

pévew 371011 13

MevecOedc 37021 7

Mevoirioc [37021 23]

pepilew 37081 — [19-20?], 22

pépoc [3708 2 — 5]

pec- 37101 5

pécoc [37101ii 3?]

perd [3698 33°] 37011 5, 19, ii 12, [17] [3702!
43] 3720 102, 115

peraBaivew 3710 ii 30

peraBdMew 3710 1i 46-7

peradidovar 3720 71

peradoricdc 3720 52

peralddecer 3720 g9-100

perapédectar 3699 ) ii 13 3720 889

peréxew 3720 69

pérpov 3710 iii 10?

wéxpe 37082 ) 317

u1 3700 10, 12, 15,23 37021 42 370832 36 3720
[227], [46], 51, 58, 61, 66, 68, 72, 74, 85, 87, go,
[o1], 96

pundé 3720 g6

Mideia [3698 177?]

pndeic 3720 76

MrBuvpvaioc 371111 26

wihrwy {37011 5-67]

Muypidvne 37021 6

winp 3699 @ ii g 37101 46

pyxavéchor [3720 78-9]

pikpdc 3695 18 11?2 [3720 6]

pucrde 3706 [11 57,2 12

ppvijexeclar [3710 iv 3-4)

v 371011 {57}, 6

Mwieioc 3702 28? (pwvpov pap.)

uibic 3706 11 9?

Mirvdyvaior 371111 5

pry-37051, 2, 3

pvneicaxeiv (3720 87)

prnerip 37021 go  37101i 29, iii 24, 25 a.c., 27?

potyetew 3700 117

Méhoc [37021 7]

udvov 37081 — 13,2} 25 3710ii 23

wéprov 3708 2 — 34 3710ii 32
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poxfnpde 3699 @) i 5, )4
Mdépoc 3698 14
uiAn 3710 i 2?, 24
pupioc [3699 a i 3]
Mupridde 371111 24-5,1i 177
Muridppaior see Mirvdnraio

Nadmioc 3702 % 10

vaic 3698 25, [30] 3703 8

veavickoc 3720 10, 28

véecfou 3710 1ii 33

NexraveBdv 3720 24

véoc 3708 % | [27], 35

veoccdc 3720 103-4

védoc 37101 8

yndte 3699 ¥ ii 10

vijcoc 3703 6 3711 i [24], [30], 32

vikngdpoc 3700 1

Nicodaw 37101 147

Nipete [3702 1 10-11]

vépoc 3711 1i 11, 15

véeroc 3698 15

vovfereiv 3720 30

vovpyvia 3710 i 34, 36, 42-3, 45, [55£?],ili 13, 15

viv 3605 1 37 3696 — 5 3700 20 [3702 44?)
[37082 | 31?] 37101 17,ii6, iii 157, 39?7

Enpalvew [3701 ii 2]

& (dem.) 3698 12, 23 (bis) 3710ii [13], 21, 22, 28, it
19, [40]

08¢ 3710 1v 5-6 [3720 16]

30ev 3700 9 371011 35

0la 3695 18 11

Ofaypoc 3698 10

o8eiv 3695 12 8?

ofecfou 3699 () ii 6

Sulupdc [37101i 14]

olxeiv 3699 D i 6 3711 !ii 32

oilxeloc 3708 1 — 127

olxérnc 3720 60?

olia [3699 (@) ii 27)

olrkoSoueiv 3720 19, 64

olkoddunua (3720 64-5]

olxoc 3710 iii 30

olxrilew 3720 go?

olvoc 3720 66

olov 370611 6?

oloc 3708 2 — 387 3720 89

ofmep 3700 207

oilcew 3710 11i 32

(-)oixecfar 3696 ~> 10?

SAiyoc (371011 527] 3720 r10-11

Shoc 3699 () i 2? 37082 — 5 372078

Spdeiv [3720 57]

187

Suvdew 3708 2 |, 34, 36

Suotoc 3708 2 — [10], 14

Suoiwe [3707 2 107]

Spodoyeiv 3708 1 —> 20

"Ougdrn 3700 2

Sudwupoc 37021 39 (Spov-)

Svwdvas [3720 567]

Svopa 3708 2 — 6

"OvvpaxAénc 3711 1 ii 31

8£0¢ 3706 1111 [3720 657]

omAilew 3720 78

omov 3700 11

Smwe 3710 11 29, iii 34 3720 57

Spdv 3708 2 — 37

Spexticde 3720 44

Sproc 37082 | 33

Spoc 3708 2 — 5 3720 22

"Opyxouevdc 3702 2 7]

83699 ) ig 0ig ij5 [3707267] 3710ii 12,
41,42 3711%i19,28 37208, 15, 25,32, [71], 106

Seric 3710111 44

Srav 3700 16 3710ii 50, 54

67€ 37101 g

Sre 3708 1 — 33?7, 2 | 11, [12], [13 (bis)], 14 (bis),
21 37101 11, 197, 222, ii 10, 162, 32, 34, 36, 38,
537,11 47, 31 37111116, 18, 27 [(3720 831

ob (obx, oly) 36956 57 36986 3699 (9 iii 7, ")i2?,
5 3700 5, [67], 237 37037 3704!—4? 3708
[} — 22?],2§ 257 37101 222, ii [6], 28, iii 14, 31
(bfs) 3720 11, 32, 33, 60, [93]; see also ovx{

008apod 37101 3

008¢ 3698 7, 36, [40?%

ovdelc (odfeic) [3699
28?

008dc 3697 7?

odkoty 3699 (@) iii g 3703 8 (unless obkouv)

ot 3701 ii 30

ofv 3699 (i 3, 8, ¥) i3 3708 2 —> 437, | 8,
10 3710iii 377 37111ii 26 3720 14, 36, 113

ofmw 3710 il 14

ovpd [3720 83]

odc [3698 127]

ofre 3695 18 13?7 3699 (Vi 6, 7 37101 40?, [iv 47,

37101i 4, ili 31, 32
Diig) 37082 13, [21] 3720

4-57]

obroc 3699 D i3 370021 3702137, [42] 37061i
10 37082 g, 11, [20], 40, | 8, 147, 157 3710ii
28,iii 387 37111i12-137, 15, 20, [287],30 3720
18'19’ 21, 33, 40, 97, 102, 105

obrw, odrwe 3701 [i 12?], ii 19 3708 2 — 34, 8
3710ii [9?), 47 371111 23, [ii 16?] 3720 [31],
44-5, 107

oyl 3710 ii 207, iii 4?2

ddfaruirde [3701 i 3-4?]

Sipipalbiic 3720 75
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mdfoc 3710 iii 7?

moudela 3720 67 (em.)

rabedew 3720 32, 34

walc 3695 12 127 [3699 ) i 6] 37021 g5, [41]
3707%5 3720108, 109, 112, 115

méAw 3699 () ii 4 3700 11?7 3701 iig 3708 % —
12,21 3710ii 52 [3720 267

mdpmrav 371011 13-14

mavy 37101 16

wapd 3700 237 37082 — 37, 397, { 4 3710ii 25

mapaforii 3708 2 — 15

mapayi(yvechar 37021 48 3720 2

*mapadamdvmua 3700 237

mapdSerypa [3708 2 — 15]

mapadidivar 3720 27

mapaxdAvppa 3720 12

mrapaxaradicy 3720 37

mapaxéevcpa 3710 1i 22

mapaxpudlew 3720 73-4

mapaxoovfeiv 371011 15?7

mapardnreay 3699 () i 5-6

mapapdvinoc 3720 g2

mapaviry 3706 1ig

mapamdccew 3701 ii 23

mapandijcoc [3701 ii 7]

mapamiyciwe 3701 1i 35

mapackevdlew 3708 2 § [167], [557]

mapackevi) 3720 115

mapadudc or mapadiechar 3701 ii 20

mapeivar 3700 g?

mapexBaivew 37081 — 18

mapérBacic 37081 — 247

mapereiv 3720 21

wapenduevor 3708 2 — [10], 13

Happévwv 371011 24

mapouio [3708 2| 5]

mdc 3698 157 3699 (iii4 37081 > 307, > 45,
32 3710iii 33, 34 3720 [38], 54

maccédnvoc 37101ii 8-9g, 12, 16, 18

marp (3699 “)ii 7-8] 3720 11

Ildrpoxdoc [37021 23]

(-)melfew 3695 12 11

meipa 3720 57

mepnTifew [3698 117]

Hewplfovc {37021 18?]

Helomdvmeoc 37021 45

TTédoy [3702 2 11]

méumew [3720 19)

méumroc (3707 2 11)

méveclar 3720 54

mévme 3700 22 37082 31, [35]

(-)mevBeiv 3720 102

mévre (3707 2 8)

mépdif 3701 i 37

wepi 37081 — 19?, 2 — [377], 45, | 7, 10, 16, 33

mepéyew 3708 2 — 8, 17-18, 18

Hepichdpevoc [37022 1]

meplovcia 3708 2 | 29

HMepcinde 3709 — 7?

Heredic 37021 8)

Hyvédewe [37021 267

Inveddmn 37021 30

mijccew [37011 26-77?)

mivew 37011 14

Mica [37022% 11-12]

meredew 3708 2 — 43, | 40, 47

micrevticée 3708 2 |, 7

wieric 37081 — {15], 26,2 | g

mAelv 3720 114

mlelwy 371011 47

wAéov 3720 61 (meiv)

mheovdruc [3701 ii 25-6]

mheovayde 3708 % | 15

mhyy [3720 84]

wAnfuvricde [3710 1 24.7)

wAikrpov 3698 117

mAnpody 3701 i1 11

wAncioc 37101 23

mhodcoc [3708 2 | 34-5]

mvour) 3698 8

ITodadeipioc [37021 157]

ITolac [37021 17]

moweiv 3699 (@ §i 3, 12 3701 12,ii 52 3703 g?
37082 | 30,337 3710ii 197, 41, [557] 37111ii
157 3720 15, 40, 51, [88], 1042, 113

momrijc [371111 187

momTiée 3708 2 | 5-6

mouérne (3708 2 — 227

moAépioc 3711 1ii 20?

méAepoc 3711 11 33

méhic 3711 1ii 33

moAddiic [3700 23?] [3708 2 | 45)

Iodv8edrnc 3696 § 7 [37022 12]

oAvveiknc [3702 1 257)

IToAbéevoc [37021 3]

HoAvmoiryc 37021 18?]

moAdc 3695 18 157, 16? [3698 38?] 3700 21 37011
14,1 15 37111'ii27-8 3720 115

molvypdvioc 3720 g

modvdivupov [3708 2 — 672

movypde 3708 2 | 28, [29-307)

wévroc, [ldvroc 3698 22

(-)mopedechar 3720 47?

mopilew 3720 84

mopdipeoc 371011 28

IMoceidcv 3702 2 3, [10]

mocdryc [3708 2 — 227

more 3699 (@) ii 10? 3700 8



1. NEW AND LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS

(-)worilew 37011 8

move 3696 — g [37073%i57] 3720657

'n'p(iyp,a 3708 2 — 4?) 7‘8y 24-5, [32’)]’ 35, ¢ 12-13
[3710i 52}

mpaéuc 3699 9 iii 6

mpdoc [3720 52]

mpdccew, mpdrrew 37021 37, 43 3720 68, 94-5

(-)mpdccew 3708 2 | 39

mpécPuc 3720 23

mpoaipecic 3720 41

mpédnoc 37082 | 37 3710 1ii 34

wpoextifévar 37021 37-8

mpoepeiv [3708 2 > 31-27]

ITpsBooc [3702 1 20)

wpoxom) 3708 2 — 6

wpooiutov 37081 — [15], 28, 34

mpéec 3695 12 237 3700 20, 21 3702' 41 3708 —
13, 2 —> 7, 16, 33 3710 i 24, [iii 35] 3711 '1i
26 3720 24, 357, 77, 80, [877], 93, 112

mpocdyew 3710 i 49

mpoceivar 37081 — g1?

mpockadeiv [3720 102]

mpocraxTikée 3710 1i 24

mpocrdccer 37021 g0 3720 104

wpocrifévar [3708 1 — 16?] 3710ii 2?, iii 41

mpbewmov [3708 2 — 2?]

mpérepov 3720 32

npdrepoc 37082 — g, 13, [21] 37101i 45

wpuraveiov 3701 11 4

mpiorov 3699 () i 5-6 3720 37

mpdToc 3708 2 —> 1

mpwTwe 3710 i 55, iii 15, 17

mrepéy 3720 106

aricc [3720 112-137]

mrwydc 3700 19

ITbdoc [3702 2 2}

mipyoc 3720 19-20

mw 36986, 7 37071iz2

mie 3699 038 371015

pedpa [3701 i1 11-127]
e 3710 [i 52°], ii 24
priTwp 3708 1 — 187
“Puavéc 371011 7

pila 3701118
pupoxivBuvoc [3699 ) iv 4?]
‘PéSoc [37021 10]
poeclar [3711 11 247]
pundy 3720 3

‘Powpaixéc 3710 1i g1
b 3699 W iv 1, D2

Cdpy [3702 1 32]
Cdueoc 370111 5 37101 37

Cdpoc [3702 % 3]

caprd)dnc 3701 ii 31

copyuilewv [3710 111 38-97]

céBecfor 3720 38

cedjvn 3710111 39, 49

cnpeody 3710 i 40

cladoc 3710 iii 28, [iv 10}

CiBuAda 3711 Vi 27

CixceXdc 37041 | 5

ckémrecfar 37082 | 33

cxevdlew [3701 11 18-19]

crevacia {3701 i1 6-7]

cxdmedoc 37041 | 4

cxopmrioc 3701 ii 27

cutrpde 369518 117

CuwvBeve 3711 1ii [r1-127}, 14

c6e 3695 12 1

codilecfar 3720 67

cmodoediic 3701 ii 25

crovdeioc 3707 2 g, 10, [311 3-47]

cralayudc 37011 13

crépyew 3720 39, 41

crépnac [3708 % —> 16-17]

crépa 3720 84

crpwddy 3698 37

crihec 3701 1i 12, 18

cb 3695 12 4, 6?7 3700 8 37021 38 3707 ' i 2
3720 19, 357, [46], 46, [517], 51, [53], 55, [57], 63,
[72]; [75], 83, [94]

cuyxaipew 3720 69

coyxwpeiv 3720 14

cokij 37011 16

coMapBavew [3720 103]

cvpBaivew 3708 2 — 19-20

cOuPacc 37081 | 12?

copBiwcic [3720 77]

copBovdevrindc 37081 | 24-5?, 297

Copn [370271 11]

countwpa [3708 2 — 207]

copdépew 37081 | 27?7

cdudwvoc 3706 % 37

v [37101i 21?] 3720 114

chvapoc 37041 —> 27

covavrdy 3720 83

cuveldnerc [3720 14]

cuvexihe [3706 11 107)

corifera 37101 12

cwdiin 37082 | 5

coviévar 3710 ii 43

covoxi (3720 4]

covvrrdpyew 3708 2 — 14

¢dc 3710 v 10

cucroryia [3708 2 — 227]

cpeic 3710 iii 21
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Cyedloc 37021 21
cxeddv 3699 @) i 5
cpa 3696 — 6
cwdpoveiv 3720 55
cwdpoctvn [3720 B4]

rdAavrov 3711 2 g-10

TdAac 3700 10?

Tadaciovpyia 3710 ii 30-1

Tavrarllew 3695° 4

Tdvraltoc [3695 % 27?]

Tdyoc 3720 46

rayve 371011 30

€ 369512 10? 3699 iy, @i, Diito 3701ii2g9
3710ii 37 37208, 6o?

Téxvor 371011 6 [3720 31-2]

TeAeiv 3698 16

TéAeroc 3720 109

Tedevraioc 3708 2 — 34

Tedevrr) 371011 50

1édoc 37081 | 257, 307, 2> 6, 26, 31, [32?], 33-4, 35

Tépvew 3708 2 — 26-7

TevBpnduiv 3702 1 20-1

repmvéc 369512 107 [3699 () i 47]

réccapec 3708 1 — 15, 2 — (g), (16), (22) [3720
103)]

Teccapecxaidexa 3710 1ii g-10, (11), (16), (19)

TeTpdperpov [3707 11 57

TeTpayopd- 3706 2 13

TnAépayoc 37101 397,11 3, iv 3

Tyuvirnc [3708 1 — 167]

Typeiv 3710 iii 30

Tifévar 3698 24 37111120 [3720767]

TiAXew 3720 105

Tipdv 3695 18 137 3720 73

ric 3699 9 i 8, © i 4 3700 4, 21 [3702 ! 36?]
37036 gbis)

713699 (@i 6, 7, iii 10, D ig 3700 15 370512, 27,
3? 3708 * — 16, 34, 35, 37, 377, 38, 397, | 36,
422 3710 [i 132) i 47, 13 3720 [46], [67], [73]

TAnméAepoc 37021 g-10

700 3698 36 37101 23

rowodroc 3699 (9 iii 8-g, {72, W ig [g] 370724

T0£[ 36951 2

T6moc 3705 1,2,3 37061 [i12?7], [ii6-77] 37082
(2?], [7?], [9-10], 12, [21], 27, 57, § [10?], 542

767¢ 3698 9, 14 37101 34

Tpdyetoc 3701 ii 36

Tpeic 3708 2 — [(13)], (14), [(17)] 3710iii 28

Tpewcxaibexa 371011 (11), (13)

Tpédew 3709 — 4 3720 107

Tpéxew 37101 15

Tpraxdc 3710 i 42

TpiBew 3701 1i 1, 22

Tpuipnc 3703 7

Tpixxn {37021 167]

Tpiraioc [37101ii 77?]

Tpiry 3706 11 117

*rpiroedijc 3706 11 6

TpiToc 37073 1i 3 3708 2 — 6-7 3710iii (17), 40
Tpématov 3720 13

Tpomoc 3708 2 — [2], 47
podih [3720 43]

Tpoxaioc 3707 3ii 10

Tuddic, Tvddc 37041 | 6

T0xn [3708 2 — 24?] 3720 g1

*3 3700 147

¥Bpic 3700 10

dywadvew 3700 13 [3720 45]

v8ardibne 37011 17

8wp [3701 ii 227?]

Hidovic [3702 2 27)

viomoteicfar 3720 39

vide 3698 10, 347

Sueic 3703 3, 9; see also Jupec

Jupec 3698 27

v 3695 10 1

vrafpoc [37011 277?)

vmaxodew [3700 12?] 371011 8-9?

Smdpyew 3699 () iii g-10?, O i 45, @i 10-11 3720
48

Ymevavrioc 3708 1 — 10?

vmép 37082 | 17, 24 37208

dmijrooc 3720 111

vmvoc 3710 ii 10 (bis)

¥md 3698 8 3710111 10? 371111136 [3720 94]

dmo(-) 3696 — 11

vmrodaufdver 3708 2 — 38

smdec 3708 * —> [25-62], [36-7], [447]

*omdperpoc 3710 i 10?

dmrordccew 3710 iii 20

Serepov 3699 ) ii 12

Ucrepoc 3708 [1 — 77], [2 — 13]

Ugarpoc 37011 15

SimAde 3720 49, 64, 110

daivew 3696 — 5 3700 4, 12 3710 ii 44-5, iii 8, 9,
12, 14, 15~16, 17, 34-5

$dvar 3698 23 3699 ()i 3, 4, 7, 8, 11, ¥ ig, 9]
2 37101 3?2, 257, ii 21, 34, 37, iii 36, [377] 37111
ifrr}, 18, [25-6],28 3720 [12?], 15, 18

davepdc 3708 2 —> 44

ddpparov 3711 11 20

dappardc 3709 —> 4

ddcec 3710 [ii 55?], iii 4

deidecla 37041 — 6

Deidimmoc [3702 1 12]



I. NEW LITERARY AND SUBLITERARY TEXTS 191

Depai 37021 13
dépew 371011 33
(-)pépew 37101 44
Pepexpdrerov [3707 % 37}
Pépnc 37022 8
dedyew 37021 43 3711 1ii g2 3720 62
¢iun 37101 207
Dripeoc 37021 32
dBoveiv 3720 68, 70
$8voc 3720 62
pbopd 3710 i1 27
dieiv 3700 19
didnua 3700 13 3720 8?
Pidoxriirne 37021 16-17
drhoroyeiv [3720 66}
Doc 3698 [10], 347, 357 3700 8 [3708 2 | 11]
3709 | 7?7 3720 [52], 55, 82
(-)peAdcropyoc 37101 42
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